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Does the Abstract (Summary) clearly and accurately describe the content of the 
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Is the problem significant and concisely stated? 
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COMMENTS TO THE AUTHORS 
 
General comments 
I would like to thank the authors for the opportunity to review this manuscript. The 
study addresses an important topic regarding the influence of digital workflows on 
marginal adaptation and internal fit of ceramic crowns. However, I have some 
concerns that are detailed below. 
Introduction: 
The manuscript does not explicitly state a study hypothesis. In addition, the 
introduction does not clearly explain the differences among the evaluated digital 
protocols or the rationale for selecting these specific combinations of scanners, 
software, and milling machines. The introduction should better link differences in 
digital protocols to their expected effects on marginal adaptation and internal fit. 
The authors should clarify: 
• What distinguishes each protocol in terms of data acquisition, design, and 
manufacturing? 
• Why these specific protocols were chosen for comparison? 
 
Methodology: 
The methodology does not provide enough detail to ensure reproducibility. 
Important aspects should be clarified, including: 
Detailed description of the tooth preparation geometry. 
Rationale for choosing a 90 μm spacer. 
Clear description of how restorations were positioned for marginal adaptation 
analysis (was any material used to simulate the resin cement?) 
The manuscript does not clearly isolate the effect of each factor (scanner, 



software, milling machine). It is difficult for the reader to understand how much of 
the observed difference is attributable to: Scanner type, Design software, Milling 
machine (4-axis vs 5-axis). 
A schematic table or flowchart illustrating the digital workflows and their 
differences is strongly recommended. 
Terminology should be standardized (e.g., “marginal adaptation” vs “marginal fit”). 
The internal fit measurement method deviates from commonly used protocols. 
Typically, replica specimens are sectioned in both mesiodistal and buccolingual 
directions. The authors only report a mid facio-palatal section. This may limit 
representativeness of internal gap measurements and should be justified. 
According to the stated objective, the independent variables are scanner, 
software, and milling machine. However, the statistical model evaluates “digital 
protocol” and “measurement point” as factors. This does not allow assessment of 
the independent contribution of each component (scanner, software, milling 
machine). The authors should reconsider the statistical approach or clearly justify 
their model. 
 
Discussion: 
The discussion does not adequately explain: 
Why certain protocols performed better than others, 
How scanner, software, and milling strategies specifically influenced internal fit 
and marginal adaptation, 
Why central fossa values were consistently higher. 
The influence of each predictor variable on the study outcomes must be more 
clearly addressed. 
Literature support is insufficient and outdated 
The discussion relies on limited and partially outdated literature. The authors 
should incorporate more recent and relevant studies addressing: Digital workflow 
accuracy, 4-axis vs 5-axis milling, Data transfer and file conversion in CAD/CAM 
systems, Internal and marginal fit of ZLS or similar materials. 
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