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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

The English needs to be improved. It is not acceptable as it is.

Minor REVISION comments

Which radiometer did you use? Was it calibrated?

Brands and versions of software and materials should be stated.
Standard deviation values should be stated when appropriate.

The division into 3 groups should be stated in materials and methods.

Line 10: randomly how?! This should be explained in materials and methods. The authors
only state there was some kind of randomization in the abstract.

Line 94: p/001 — please correct it

Line 104: A phrase should not start with numbers.

Please add a reference after this phrase: “Also, due to the extensive use of these materials
for bonding, the inadequacy of light can affect the bond strength of restorations.” (line 116)
How many examiners there were? Were they calibrated?

Line 132-134: Please revise it. This is not understandable.

Line 146: 7/2% ?

Discussion is the most frustrating part of the article. It should be improved.
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