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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 addresses an important and clinically relevant topic by evaluating the knowledge, awareness, and preventive practices regarding radiation-induced caries among dental students and practitioners. As the incidence of head and neck cancers continues to increase globally, the role of dental professionals in preventing and managing radiotherapy-related oral complications has become increasingly significant. The study highlights existing gaps between theoretical knowledge and clinical implementation, providing valuable insights for dental education and continuing professional development. With methodological refinements and improved reporting, the findings could contribute meaningfully to the development of educational strategies aimed at improving oral healthcare outcomes for

oncology patients.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

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

The title accurately reflects the study objectives, target population, and methodology. However, it could be slightly shortened to improve readability and impact without compromising scientific

accuracy.
	

	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

The abstract adequately summarizes the background, methodology, results, and conclusions. However, greater emphasis on the study limitations and sampling strategy would improve transparency and provide readers with a more balanced overview of the findings.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

The selected keywords are relevant to the study topic and facilitate indexing.

Inclusion of additional terms such as "oral oncology" and "radiotherapy complications" may improve discoverability.
	

	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

The introduction provides adequate background regarding radiation-induced caries and its clinical significance.

Nevertheless, a more detailed justification of the knowledge gap and the rationale for
comparing different professional groups would strengthen the study's foundation.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

The study aim is clearly mentioned; however, specific research objectives and hypotheses are not explicitly stated. Clearly defined objectives and prespecified hypotheses would enhance methodological rigor
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

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

The literature cited is generally relevant and includes recent publications. However, additional discussion of previous KAP studies related to oncology-related oral complications would provide stronger contextual support for the study.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

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

The cross-sectional survey design is appropriate for assessing knowledge, awareness, and practices. However, the use of convenience and snowball sampling, absence of sample size calculation, and lack of formal questionnaire validation limit the methodological strength of the study.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

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

Ethical approval and informed consent procedures are reported. However, the manuscript should provide the ethics

committee approval number and approval date for complete transparency.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

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

Results are generally presented in a clear and organized manner. Nevertheless, inclusion of confidence intervals, effect sizes in the results section, and additional graphical representations would improve

interpretability.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

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

The tables are relevant and informative. However, the manuscript lacks figures or graphical presentations that could facilitate understanding of key findings. Table formatting should also be improved for publication quality.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

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

The discussion appropriately compares findings with previous studies and current evidence. However, deeper critical analysis of discrepancies between studies and broader implications for dental education

would strengthen the discussion.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

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

The conclusions are generally supported by the presented data. Nonetheless, statements regarding satisfactory knowledge should be interpreted cautiously given the moderate KAP scores and identified deficiencies.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

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

The authors acknowledge several important limitations, including sampling bias, self-reported responses, and lack of questionnaire validation. Further discussion of potential non-response bias and generalizability would be beneficial.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4

The references are relevant, current, and adequate in number. However, inclusion of additional international studies focusing on dental professionals' preparedness in oncology care would strengthen the literature base.
	

	15. 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

The manuscript is generally well written and understandable. Minor grammatical corrections, reduction of repetitive statements, and language polishing would improve readability.
	


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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes with Major Revisions needed.
1)
The questionnaire lacks formal validation and reliability testing (e.g., Cronbach's alpha, content validity assessment), which significantly affects the credibility of the findings.

2)
No sample size calculation was performed, making it difficult to determine whether the study was adequately powered.

3)
Convenience and snowball sampling may introduce selection bias and limit external validity.

4)
The study objective is stated, but explicit hypotheses and primary outcome measures should be clearly defined.

5)
The discussion should critically interpret the moderate KAP scores rather than broadly describing knowledge as satisfactory.

6)
Additional statistical reporting, including effect sizes and confidence intervals, would strengthen the results.

7)
The manuscript would benefit from graphical presentation of key findings and subgroup comparisons.

Ethical approval number and institutional details should be reported.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
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