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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 review chapter  provides a detailed synthesis of the esthetic success of anterior single-tooth implants across all dimensions: anatomical, surgical, and prosthetic. This topic remains highly relevant, as esthetic expectations have continued to rise over the years, particularly in this region. It combines the basic principles of implant placement with the digital workflow. In addition, it offers a detailed protocol for the clinical sequence and is highly valuable from a pedagogical standpoint.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	      2
	

	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
	     3
	

	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
	     4
	


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. The title is very clear and specific, and accurately reflects the dual scope of the chapter, spanning both the surgical/esthetic principles of implant positioning and the digital prosthetic workflow.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, effectively summarizing the chapter's scope, the key clinical and prosthetic principles discussed, and the practical objective of establishing a reproducible protocol.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Overall, yes, as the author draws on varied, recent, and high-quality references, including systematic reviews, meta-analyses, and randomized clinical trials. The author also appropriately qualifies areas where the evidence remains heterogeneous or limited, such as connective tissue grafting or the "one abutment-one time" concept. However, two points would benefit from improvement : Search methodology and strategy (the manuscript does not specify how the literature was searched and selected) And Study limitations : no explicit "Limitations" section is presented. 
A well-organized, well-structured, detailed, and clinically oriented review chapter. I only have a few suggestions for improvement : add a brief paragraph addressing the limitations of the review, clarify or obtain the necessary permissions for the reproduced figures, reduce the number of references by retaining only the most relevant ones, and further improve the literature search strategy.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The reference list is appropriate and varied, including both foundational studies and recent publications. However, it could be slightly reduced by prioritizing the most relevant references when several articles address similar topics.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	Yes. Figures 1, 5, and 7 are identified as being reproduced from previously published sources (Donker et al., Fawzy et al., and Atri and Nokar, respectively). The authors should clarify whether permission to reproduce these figures has been obtained from the original copyright holders or publishers.
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