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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback


	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 represents a highly timely overview of the applications of artificial intelligence in dental health informatics which is a rapidly developing discipline that has a strong impact on the practice of dentists, patient care and treatment, as well as financial issues associated with healthcare delivery. By exploring the relationship between diagnostic imaging and clinical decision-making and performing an analysis of the cost-efficiency of different solutions, the manuscript bridges the gap between AI development and its actual application in dentistry. For those interested in evidence-based implementation of modern technologies, the manuscript is very informative since it considers not only barriers to using AI but also its potential cost savings. Given the focus on preventative medicine and precision dentistry after 2025, the manuscript has a special relevance for the scientific community.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       5
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	        5
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	         5
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, Satisfactorily reflect the scope of the article
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES – It provides a clear overview of aims, content, and conclusions

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, The content is accurate, well-referenced, and unbiased. No inaccuracies or unsupported statements were found. The focus on “augmented intelligence” instead of substitution is scientifically and medically prudent.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, sufficient and some are recent as well. References include 45 high-quality peer-reviewed sources (Nature, JAMA, J Dent Res, etc.). The majority of these were published in 2017-2024. If submitted in 2026, I would suggest including an additional 4 to 6 more current sources (published in 2025) related to generative AI, practical applications in medicine, and updated cost-benefit analysis (FDA-approved dental artificial intelligence systems, large-scale adoption in 2025.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No ethical concern regarding patients data or conflict of interest 
	






PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This is a good narrative review that requires minor editing. The major problem is that there is absolutely no description provided on literature search methodology. For a narrative review as well, there is an expectation nowadays to include a method paragraph describing at least databases used. In several instances, the discussion is more descriptive than critical, while in other cases, there are repetitions of information already covered (like caries detection). However, all these issues can be fixed easily. Once revised accordingly, I would suggest accepting the manuscript. This is a relevant issue even in 2026.
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