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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	This manuscript addresses an important aspect of prosthodontic material science by evaluating the effect of polymerization techniques on the water sorption behavior of TiO₂-reinforced PMMA denture base resins. The study is relevant as water sorption significantly influences the dimensional stability and long-term clinical performance of denture materials. By comparing conventional and microwave polymerization methods while keeping nanoparticle concentration constant, the authors provide valuable insights into processing-related factors affecting material properties. The findings contribute to optimizing denture fabrication techniques and may guide clinicians and researchers in selecting appropriate polymerization methods for enhanced clinical outcomes.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The title is clear, specific, and 
accurately reflects the study design,
 materials, and comparison 
performed.
		



	




	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The abstract is well-structured and informative. However, minor improvements could include clearer mention of study limitations and clinical relevance.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Keywords are relevant, specific, and aligned with indexing requirements.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The introduction is well-organized and provides adequate context. Some sentences could be streamlined to improve readability and avoid minor redundancies.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The study objective is clearly stated and logically derived from the background.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The literature cited is relevant; however, inclusion of more recent references (last 3–5 years) would strengthen the scientific context.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The methodology is appropriate, clearly described, and reproducible. Sample size calculation and statistical methods are adequately justified.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Ethical approval is mentioned. However, additional clarification on ethical committee details would improve transparency.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Results are clearly presented with appropriate statistical analysis and interpretation.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Tables and figures are relevant and informative. However, figure captions could be more concise and standardized.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The discussion effectively relates findings to existing studies and provides logical explanations for observed results.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Conclusions are consistent with the results and appropriately interpreted within study limitations.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Limitations are acknowledged; however, they could be more explicitly structured and emphasized.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
References are relevant, but inclusion of more recent studies would enhance the manuscript’s impact.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The manuscript is generally clear and understandable. Minor grammatical and stylistic revisions are recommended for improved fluency.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES

	


	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The references are generally relevant; however, the inclusion of more recent studies (preferably from the last 3–5 years) is recommended to strengthen the scientific background and ensure that the manuscript reflects the most current advancements in the field. Updating the literature with recent systematic reviews or high-impact studies on nanoparticle-reinforced PMMA and polymerization techniques would improve the manuscript’s relevance.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
Not applicable.
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents a well-designed in-vitro experimental study with appropriate methodology and statistical analysis. The topic is relevant to prosthodontic material science and offers practical implications for denture fabrication techniques. The results are clearly presented and supported by the discussion.
However, minor revisions are recommended before acceptance, particularly regarding language polishing, inclusion of more recent references, and slight improvements in clarity of ethical reporting. Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication after minor revision.
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