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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.
	The study investigates the use of Alumina and hydroxyapatite to enhance the mechanical properties, bioactivity, and biocompatibility of apatite-based glass-ceramics. Composites with 40 wt.% hydroxyapatite showed hardness of 1.76±0.15 GPa and Young’s modulus of 41.44±1.12 GPa, while those with 12 wt.% alumina demonstrated lower values of 1.25±0.11 GPa and 16.39±0.75 GPa, respectively. The glass-ceramics exhibited good bioactivity and were found to be non-toxic in vitro, suggesting potential applications as bone and dental fillers.
	


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
	4
	

	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
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	


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.
	The manuscript presents an experimental study on apatite-based glass-ceramic composites reinforced with hydroxyapatite and alumina, focusing on mechanical properties, bioactivity, cytotoxicity, and antibacterial behavior.

The work is relevant and valuable for biomedical materials research, particularly in bone and dental applications. The experimental approach is solid and includes multiple characterization techniques. However, the manuscript requires moderate-to-major revision to improve clarity, scientific depth, and presentation quality.
1. The study investigates the combination of glass-ceramics, hydroxyapatite (HAp), and alumina, noting the absence of a clear statement regarding its innvation. It is recommended to explicitly outline what differentiates this research from existing studies, focusing on aspects such as composition, processing methods, or property optimization. Additionally, it suggests including a research gap paragraph at the end of the Introduction.
2. The introduction need to be extended. Recent composites and ceramics materials and their physical and thermal and chemical properties recently reported for medical and other related applications. The authors should explicitly provide the benefit of the composite in general and especially in terms of mechanical stability, bioactivity, cytotoxicity, and antibacterial behaviour. Please add these recent references to strengthen this section:

[1]Manfo, T.A. and Laaksonen, H., 2025. Advancements in ceramic materials for high-performance supercapacitors: Strategies, challenges, and opportunities. Sustainable Chemistry for Energy Materials, p.100024.
[2]Manfo, T.A. and Laaksonen, H., 2025. A review of carbon-based hybrid materials for supercapacitors. New Carbon Materials, 40(1), pp.81-110.
[3]Boukhouidem, K., Slimani, A., Derkaoui, K., Manfo, T.A., Hadjersi, T., Manseri, A., Selmi, N. and Elhak, S., 2025. Ternary WO₃–MnO₂@ SiNWs hybrid electrodes for high-performance micro-supercapacitors with enhanced energy density and stability. Journal of Electroanalytical Chemistry, p.119559.

[4]Manfo, T.A., 2024. Materials and components used for supercapacitors. In Advanced Ceramic Coatings for Energy Applications (pp. 39-56). Elsevier.

[5]Azemtsop, T.M., 2024. Optical, vibrational, electrical, and electrochemical studies of new plasticized methylcellulose‐based solid polymer electrolytes for supercapacitor application. Electrochemical Science Advances, 4(5), p.e2300018.

[6]Dujearic-Stephane, K., Singh, P.K., Singh, R.C., Mehra, R.M., Kumar, Y. and Gupta, M., 2020. WITHDRAWN: PVA+ NaSCN and ionic liquid based polymer electrolyte for supercapacitor.

[7] Manfo, T.A., Şahin, M.E. and Altuntaş, D.B., 2025. Development of quasi-flexible solid polymer blend electrolytes and boron carbide reinforced tea waste electrodes for supercapacitors. Journal of Energy Storage, 111, p.115442.

[8]Azemtsop, M.T., Mehra, R.M., Kumar, Y. and Gupta, M., 2023. Physical characterization of ionic liquid-modified polyvinyl alcohol and sodium thiocyanate polymer electrolytes for electrochemical double-layer capacitor application. Journal of Shanghai Jiaotong University (Science), 28(2), pp.161-171.
3. The section primarily describes mechanics but lacks depth in critical comparisons. Issues arise, such as why hydroxyapatite (HAp) increases hardness more than alumina and why alumina reduces density and mechanical properties without thorough explanations. It is recommended to include discussions on interface bonding, porosity effects, phase compatibility, and comparisons with literature values for better clarity.

4. Strengths include the effective use of XRD, FESEM, EDX, and mechanical plots. However, weaknesses lie in the inadequate interpretation of figures and overly brief captions. It is recommended to add 2–3 sentences after each figure explaining the key observation and scientific reason, and to improve captions to make them self-contained.

5. Experimental procedure clarity is noted, but justifications for key parameters such as the choice of 40 wt.% HAp, 12 wt.% alumina, and sintering temperatures of 1100–1200°C are absent. It is recommended to include brief justifications for the composition selection and processing conditions.
6. Bioactivity and cytotoxicity were discussed, noting that while experimental inclusion was good, the interpretation was weak. For instance, the cytotoxicity of hydroxyapatite (HAp) was attributed to porosity, but this requires a stronger scientific explanation. Recommendations include explaining the role of porosity in cell viability, the effects of ion release, and comparing findings with existing literature.

7. Recommendations include adding quantitative results if available, detailing mechanisms such as ion release and surface chemistry, and comparing findings with existing studies to enhance depth and substance.

8. Multiple grammatical issues are identified, such as "Glass, ceramics and glass–ceramics have now accepted..." and "Glass–ceramics has attracted researcher’s attentions," which should be revised to "Glass, ceramics, and glass–ceramics are now widely accepted..." and "Glass–ceramics have attracted significant research attention..." respectively. Professional proofreading is strongly recommended.

9. To enhance the manuscript’s coherence, it is recommended to improve the flow by concluding each section with a linking sentence and to minimize redundancy, as there is noted repetition in the introduction and weak transitions between sections. 

10. Define abbreviations at first use (HAp, GC, SBF) 

11. Ensure consistent units (°C, wt.%) 

12. Correct formatting of references 

13. Improve table formatting (Table 1 & 2 readability)

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. References are very old and need to be updated with more recent ones.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
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