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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.


	The manuscript serves as an in-depth review of digital shade selection techniques in aesthetic dentistry and is increasingly relevant in clinical practice today. This synthesis provides practical insights into optical properties, materials, and instrumentation for the clinician and laboratory, while emphasizing the integration of AI and cloud-based workflows to highlight emerging trends useful resource in advancing predictable aesthetic outcomes in resource-limited or high-volume settings. In general, it contributes to the scientific community by bridging the gap between traditional and modern methods, with the potential to guide future research into personalized dentistry.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and satisfactorily reflects the content of the manuscript


	

	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 inclusive; it covers the main elements: challenges in visual matching, digital tools, and emphasis on lighting and metrics. I recommend a brief statement on future directions, such as the integration of AI, to be consistent with later discussions in the manuscript. There are no deletions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct, drawing on established color science principles, optical properties, and evidence from cited studies. It correctly describes devices such as spectrophotometers and colorimeters, while discussions of metamerism, fluorescence, and material optics are well-founded.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

The references are mostly sufficient, including recent works up to 2025, covering a good range of topics. Unfortunately, some entries are incomplete (e.g., "J OralRehabil 2007. Title TBD." or missing DOIs/links). I suggest cleaning these up and adding:

· Nayak VM, et al. Current trends in digital shade matching: a scoping review. Jpn Dent Sci Rev. 2024;60:211–219. (For trends in digital methods)

· Paharia R, et al. Recent Advances in Shade Selection in Dentistry. J Pharm Bioallied Sci. 2025;17(Suppl 2):S1057-S1059. (For recent innovations)

· Lee JH, et al. A comparative study of shade-matching performance using intraoral scanner, spectrophotometer, and visual assessment. Sci Rep. 2024;14:74354. (For comparative accuracy data)


	

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


	Yes, the language is suitable overall, with clear and professional tone. Minor issues include occasional typos (e.g., "Introduction of" should be "The introduction of") and run-on sentences, but neither hinders understanding. Some proofreading would make it much better.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a good review with outstanding clinical relevance; the sections dealing with practical matters, such as case examples and protocols, are really good. Strong points: thorough covering of sources of light and management of error. Weak points: there is some redundancy within the sections, as basic color science is reiterated in the section on optical properties. References format needs harmonization. Figures mentioned are not described in detail-only mention figures that are included in the manuscript, final version. Expand a bit more on the comparative accuracy from recent studies, e.g., intraoral scanners vs spectrophotometers for deeper critical analysis. With small revisions, this can be an excellent addition to the journal.
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