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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 paper is quite interesting for the field of biomedical 

engineering. 

 

1. SEM images do not have the scale bar or 

magnification . The authors should correct this 

2. “Samples of PU (Dentalur Russia, Russian 

Federation) with various types of surfaces were 

79 analyzed” – describe exactly what samples 

are these. 

3. It is not clear for me what kind of PU you have 

used -  a prosthetic device made out of PU? 

4. The liberation of NPs could be also valid for 

other plastic substrate? Why did you chose PU 

devices? 

5. What is the main element of novelty of your 

paper? This subject is interesting, but it is also 

shown in literature by various authors. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

I think you have too many literature references. It is not a 

review paper and I think you can’t compress them a little 

bit. 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

The title is also a little bit complicated and difficult to 

follow. Maybe the auhtors have another one adapted also 

for easy readers, not only for professionals. 
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