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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

e In the methodology part, | recommend adding some information to
facilitate the interpretation of the results:

1. Mention the types of glass ionomer cement used as to their
composition of the two commercial brands. (conventional, reinforced
or resinous).

2. Specify the composition and abrasiveness of the two brands of
toothpaste used.

3. Specify the type of bristles or trademark of brushes used in the
brushing cycle

Furthermore, | believe that these factors also contribute to the research

results that can be explored in the discussion.

e In the results and discussion part, | recommend emphasizing that the
results obtained in vitro do not fully reflect what happens with the
restorative glass ionomer cement in the oral cavity. In addition to
brushing cycles, several factors can interfere with the roughness and
longevity of a dental material in the oral environment: oral microbiota,
quality of salivary flow, salivary composition, type of diet, presence of
parafunctional habits, patient age, occlusion, location of the restoration
(cervical region, anterior or posterior region), risk of caries, duration,
intensity and frequency of brushing, patient's composimental state
(calm vs. anxious) Furthermore, the force that is applied during brushing
may vary. These are variables that also need to be considered in the
discussion of the article.

* In the Conclusion you can also mention that the results in the oral
cavity may or are different from those found in vitro. The mechanical
properties of a restorative material, as well as its longevity,
susceptibility to fracture and appearance of roughness, may be
associated with a series of factors inherent to the product and to the
patient.

Minor REVISION comments

e Inthe discussion it can be explored which roughness values on the
surfaces of the materials used can interfere with the properties of the
glass ionomer cement.

e Recommend using the term dental biofilm in place of dental plaque.

Optional/General comments
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PART 2:

Reviewer’'s comment

/Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. 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 details)
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