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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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.


	This manuscript addresses a very timely and important topic at the intersection of prosthodontics and artificial intelligence. It offers a comprehensive synthesis of recent advancements, demonstrating how AI-driven algorithms and digital tools (such as CAD/CAM, 3D printing, and intraoral scanners) are transforming prosthodontic practice. By consolidating evidence from 54 studies, the review helps the scientific and dental community to better understand current capabilities, benefits (e.g., improved diagnostic accuracy, personalized prosthesis design, greater efficiency) and remaining challenges in this domain. Such a systematic overview is valuable for researchers, clinicians, and educators, as it identifies knowledge gaps, informs clinical decision-making, and guides future research and development. Overall, the manuscript makes a significant contribution by highlighting the potential of AI and digital dentistry to improve patient outcomes and by calling attention to areas (like standardization and data privacy) that require further attention from the community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is concise and appropriately reflects the content of the manuscript. It clearly indicates the focus on artificial intelligence and digital dentistry within the field of prosthodontics. To further improve clarity, the authors may consider including a hint of the article type. For example, adding a subtitle like “A Systematic Review” would immediately inform readers of the nature of the study (e.g., "Artificial Intelligence and Digital Dentistry in Prosthodontics: A Systematic Review"). However, the current title is sufficiently informative and relevant as it stands.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and well-structured. It provides a clear overview of the context and purpose of the review, outlines the methodology (including the databases searched, timeframe, and number of articles screened/selected), and summarizes the main findings and conclusions. Important details, such as the inclusion of 54 studies and the key outcomes (improvements in accuracy, efficiency, patient satisfaction, along with remaining issues like standardization and privacy), are appropriately mentioned. This gives readers a good snapshot of the review. If anything, the authors might consider highlighting one or two concrete examples of the applications or benefits of AI in prosthodontics from their results to make the abstract even more impactful. For instance, a brief mention of specific improvements (e.g., accuracy of prosthesis fit prediction or success of AI in image diagnostics) could strengthen the abstract’s take-home message. Overall, however, the abstract effectively summarizes the study and does not appear to omit any critical information.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically and technically sound. The authors have followed a systematic approach consistent with academic standards: the literature search strategy is clearly described (covering multiple databases over a defined period and using appropriate keywords and Boolean operators), and the inclusion/exclusion criteria are well-defined. The use of a PRISMA flowchart to detail the study selection process adds transparency. The analysis of the included studies is thorough and logically presented; the manuscript categorizes AI applications (machine learning, deep learning, NLP, etc.) and digital tools (CAD/CAM, 3D printing, virtual articulators, etc.) in prosthodontics, which demonstrates a comprehensive understanding of the field. The data presented (such as percentages of studies using various techniques) seem consistent and derived from the included literature. The conclusions drawn by the authors – for example, that AI and digital dentistry are improving outcomes but that issues like interoperability, bias, and validation remain – are well supported by the references and discussion. I did not detect any obvious factual errors or misinterpretations. One suggestion to further strengthen the scientific accuracy would be to include a brief assessment of the quality or limitations of the evidence from the included studies (for instance, noting if many studies were in vitro or of lower evidence level). Acknowledging any limitations in the data or variability in study quality would reinforce the credibility of the review’s findings. Nonetheless, the manuscript in its current form is technically correct and provides a sound synthesis of the subject matter.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are both sufficient and up-to-date. The manuscript cites approximately 60+ references, covering a broad range of relevant literature. Many references are from the last 5 to 7 years (for example, I noticed citations from 2020, 2021, 2022, and even 2023 and early 2024), which reflects the contemporary nature of the review. Key studies and reviews in the area of AI in dentistry/prosthodontics have been included (e.g., Carrillo-Perez et al. 2022 is cited, as well as multiple works by Schwendicke and others on dental AI applications and guidelines). The authors have drawn on a mix of original research articles, systematic reviews, and relevant technical papers (including some foundational AI technique papers, as evidenced by references to methods like CNNs or graph networks). This breadth is appropriate for a manuscript of this scope. I do not see any glaring omissions in the bibliography; it appears comprehensive. If any very recent studies (published after the search cut-off of March 2024) have emerged on AI in prosthodontics or related digital tools, the authors might consider incorporating them for completeness. However, this is only a minor suggestion – overall, the reference list is well-chosen and adequate to support the manuscript.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Overall, the English language quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is written in a formal academic tone and is generally clear and easy to follow. Technical terms are used appropriately, and the authors do a good job explaining specialized concepts when necessary. There are a few minor grammatical and stylistic issues scattered throughout the text (for example, occasional misuse of plural/singular forms or slight awkward phrasing in a few sentences), but these do not significantly hinder comprehension. For instance, in one place a phrase like "these technology" should be "these technologies"; such minor errors can be corrected with a careful proofreading. I recommend a thorough copy-editing pass to polish these minor issues. Once those are addressed, the clarity and readability of the paper will be excellent. In summary, the language is of acceptable quality for publication and just needs minor editing for perfection.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-organized and provides a thorough examination of artificial intelligence and digital dentistry within prosthodontics. I commend the authors for the depth of their analysis – the paper not only summarizes the applications of AI and various digital tools but also discusses the benefits, limitations, and future implications in a balanced manner. The inclusion of illustrative figures (such as the PRISMA flowchart and charts showing the distribution of AI techniques and adoption of digital tools) is helpful and strengthens the presentation of results. Below are a few additional suggestions and comments that may help further improve the manuscript:
i. Summary Table: Consider adding a table summarizing the key characteristics of the included studies. For instance, such a table could list each study’s author/year, the specific AI technique or digital tool examined, study design, and main findings. This would provide readers with a convenient overview of the evidence base and reinforce the systematic nature of the review.
ii. Clarify AI Categories: In the results, the breakdown of AI techniques (machine learning 35%, deep learning 25%, neural networks in CAD 20%, NLP 20%) is informative. It might be helpful to clarify whether these categories overlap or are mutually exclusive. For example, some readers might wonder how "machine learning" vs "deep learning" vs "neural network-based CAD" were distinguished, since deep learning is a subset of machine learning. A brief explanation or careful wording can prevent confusion.
iii. Discussion of Limitations: The discussion nicely addresses challenges like lack of standardization, data privacy, and need for clinical validation. The authors might add a short paragraph explicitly acknowledging the limitations of their review itself. This could include notes on the variability of the included studies (different study types, possible publication bias toward positive results, etc.) and the fact that no meta-analysis was performed due to heterogeneity. Acknowledging these will strengthen the paper by showing the authors’ awareness of the review’s scope and constraints.
iv. Minor Edits: As mentioned earlier, a round of minor English editing would be beneficial. Also, ensure consistent terminology (for instance, use of terms like "prosthodontic treatments" vs "prosthodontic therapy" should be standardized) and consistent use of either first-person or third-person perspective in the narration.
In conclusion, the authors have done a commendable job with this systematic review. The suggested refinements above are intended to improve clarity and completeness, but the core content and conclusions are strong. I believe that with revisions, this article will be a valuable contribution to the literature on dental prosthetics and emerging technologies.
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