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	PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript addresses an emerging area in dentistry as 3D technologies and digital workflows are becoming integrated in routine dental practice. Understanding patients’ perception is important for improving communication and acceptance and also implementation in the clinical setting.
The topic has potential to contribute to patient-centred digital dentistry research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Grammatical revisions are suggested.
The title is relevant to the study objective however, minor grammatical revisions are suggested. The title could be improved for clarity and conciseness.

Alternative Title: Assessment of Patients’ Knowledge and Awareness of 3D Technology in Dentistry in Chengalpattu District: A cross-sectional Study
	.

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	The abstract is informative but appears considerably lengthy. It is suggested that that the abstract be condensed and structured more concisely within 250 words, while retaining the essential elements of the study.

1. The current abstract contains approximately 445 words (around 457 including the key words). In particular the results section is very elaborate with 236 words. It has to be condensed.
2. There is inconsistency in the reported sample size within the abstract. In the material and methods section of the abstract, the study is reported to have been conducted among 201 patients, whereas in results section, the total number of participants is mentioned as 202. It has to be consistent throughout the manuscript.
3. In the conclusion section of abstract the sentence begins with “Our study shows…” It is suggested to revise this to a more neutral phrasing like “The findings of this study suggest….”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are many methodological concerns that need clarification before the scientific validity can be adequately assessed.


1. The methodology section lacks important details regarding sample size determination, as the author(s) state that the sample size was based on convenience sampling, which is conceptually incorrect since convenience sampling refers to sampling technique rather than the calculation of sample size. The method used to arrive at the final 202 participant must be explained.
2. The sampling procedure is not clearly described. The author(s) mention distributing the questionnaire through practitioners but do not specify how these practitioners were identified or selected, nor whether any sampling frame was used.
3. The development and validation of the questionnaire is also insufficiently described. There is no mention of pilot testing, reliability assessment (Chronbach’s alpha), or validity measures. Also, the language of the questionnaire and whether it was in local language and if so then whether back translation procedures were performed are not reported, which is very important considering the study population and varying education backgrounds.
4. The discussion section attempts to relate the findings to previously published literature however, several issues affect the clarity and scientific presentation of this section. There are numerous grammatical and sentence construction errors which makes some sentence difficult to interpret. Also, in discussion section in-text year of the cited study has
not been mentioned. Formatting should be standardized according to journal guidelines.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of the references cited in the manuscript are relatively old, with very few recent studies included. For a topic such as digital and 3D technology in dentistry, an area that evolves rapidly more current literature (from past 1-5
years) should be incorporated to strengthen the foundation of the study.

The author(s) should consider adding recent publications. For instance, the study “Patients’ Knowledge and Perceptions toward Digital Technology in
Dentistry: A Cross-sectional Study” provides directly relevant and updated evidence should be included in the discussion section.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	No. The manuscript requires substantial language revision to meet scholarly communication standards. A thorough professional English editing is strongly recommended.
There are multiple grammatical errors, repetitive phrasing (e.g., like “Our study shows…” and “In our study…”) and several sentences are not properly constructed affecting the clarity. The discussion section especially has many problems with sentence structure and overall flow and also improper
academic phrasing like “Previous study done…” which is not appropriate. These should be revised to forms such as “A study by….” Or “Previous studies by…”
The author(s) must revise the manuscript thoroughly to improve clarity, correct grammar and make the writing more organized. A detailed English language editing is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments
	
	



	PART 2:

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No major ethical issues
	However, the manuscript does not provide essential ethical approval details. The author(s) should clearly mention the name of the Institutional Ethics Committee, the approval number/reference ID, and the date/year of approval. This information is necessary to ensure transparency and ethical compliance.
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