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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 presents a timely and valuable comparative study assessing the accuracy and agreement of five major artificial intelligence (AI) platforms—ChatGPT, Gemini, DeepSeek, Google AI Studio, and GROK—in solving practical ophthalmology questions from the Brazilian Council of Ophthalmology (CBO) Exam. The study provides both statistical insight (via Cohen’s and Fleiss’s Kappa) and thematic analysis, which allows for domain-specific evaluation of AI performance across various ophthalmic subspecialties. Given the increasing role of AI in medical education and diagnostics, this study contributes to the evidence base supporting responsible AI integration into specialist training. Its emphasis on model limitations in visual-heavy or subjective domains makes it particularly relevant for curriculum developers, educators, and AI developers in healthcare.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is suitable and accurately reflects the scope and purpose of the paper.
Optional alternative suggestion:
“Comparative Evaluation of Multiplatform AI Performance on Practical Ophthalmology Exam Questions: Insights from the Brazilian Council of Ophthalmology Exam” — for a slightly more academic tone, but the current title is adequate.
	

	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 comprehensive and summarizes the key components: objective, methodology, findings, and conclusion. However, a minor suggestion is to clarify the significance of the Kappa agreement values and to emphasize the educational implications more concisely at the end.
Suggested improvement:
· Briefly define what Cohen’s and Fleiss’s Kappa measure, to help interdisciplinary readers.

· The conclusion could end with a clear statement on the practical utility: “These findings suggest AI can serve as a supplementary tool in ophthalmic education, with caution in subjective specialties.”

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically valid. It uses a sound methodology for comparative analysis, clearly defines its metrics (accuracy, agreement), and provides a strong rationale for selecting thematic blocks. The statistical approach is appropriate and supports the interpretation. However, a few minor points for consideration:

· The methodology could include information on version numbers of AI models (e.g., GPT-3.5 vs GPT-4).

· Clarify whether the questions used were multiple-choice or open-ended, and whether any questions required image interpretation.

· Ethical considerations were mentioned and appropriately addressed given the AI-only context.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient, recent, and relevant. Nearly all references are from 2023–2025, covering both technical AI performance and educational applications.
No additional references are necessary.

	

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


	The English is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. However, the manuscript would benefit from light language polishing to improve sentence clarity and reduce occasional verbosity. For example:

· Avoid repetitive phrases like “in this study” multiple times per paragraph.

· Some sentences are quite long and would benefit from being split for readability.

· Consider professional language editing before final publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	  The discussion is well-developed and well-referenced, showing a deep understanding of AI capabilities and limitations in ophthalmology.

  A table summarizing the performance of each AI per thematic block would improve visual clarity.

  The educational implications are an important contribution—consider suggesting clearer guidance for educators on how to integrate AI safely and effectively.

  Ethical cautions (e.g., over-reliance on AI or lack of image input) are acknowledged and should be preserved in any revision.
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