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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.
	The study focuses on a relevant population: adolescent males, an important group for universal vaccination strategies. The sample size of 400 participants is reasonable for a local school survey. The authors selected 10 schools out of 80 using simple random sampling and subsequently chose students from school lists, which partially reduces selection bias. Ethical considerations such as informed consent, voluntariness, confidentiality, and ethics committee approval are also described.
	


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 study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The topic is clear, but the writing could be improved.
	

	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
	3

It summarizes the objective, methods, and results, but lacks an overall score and a definition of "poor perception".
	

	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

Relevant, but need to be normalized: HPV vaccination, adolescent boys, perception, cross-sectional study, India.
	

	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
	3

Excessive emphasis on global cancer; lack of focus on adolescent males, India/Karnataka and HPV vaccine.
	

	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
	4

Clear and relevant objective.
	

	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
	3

Recent, but some references are general or incomplete.
	

	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
	4

Adequate design, but lacks detail regarding the instrument, reliability, sampling, sample size, and adjusted analysis.
	

	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
	4

CEC, consent/assent and confidentiality are reported, but parental consent and committee number must be clarified
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

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

There are basic results, but there is a lack of overall scores, perception categories, and inconsistencies in percentages
	

	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

Useful tables, but improper formatting; simple figures could be omitted or improved.
	

	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
	3

Yes, but it is repetitive and contains unmeasured interpretations.
	

	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

Partially; it requires clearly demonstrating the classification of “poor perception”.
	

	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
	4

It acknowledges cross-sectional design, self-report bias, limited generalizability, and non-inclusion of adolescents outside the school system.
	

	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 

Sufficient in number, but they require uniform format and bibliographic verification.
	

	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

Understandable, but it needs significant linguistic editing.
	


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.
	NO

Suggested improvement:

The title is understandable but needs grammatical refinement. A clearer and more academic title would be:

“Perception of Human Papillomavirus Vaccination among Pre-University Boys in Kolar Taluk: A Cross-Sectional Study.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

The abstract includes the background, objective, methods, results and conclusion, but it should be improved by adding the total perception score range, mean or median perception score, the operational definition or cut-off used to classify “poor perception,” and information about questionnaire reliability. The conclusion states that perception was poor, but the abstract does not provide enough quantitative evidence to support this statement.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

The topic is scientifically relevant, and the cross-sectional design is appropriate for assessing perception. However, the manuscript requires methodological review. The scoring system and the definition of "misperception" are not clearly described. The content validity index is reported as "greater than 0.07," which appears incorrect and should be verified. The sample size calculation also needs clarification, as a minimum sample size of 200 was indicated, but 400 participants were included. Furthermore, the analysis is limited to a one-way ANOVA; a multivariate analysis should be considered to adjust for potential confounding factors such as age, place of residence, parental education, and year of study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

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

Several references are recent and relevant, especially those related to HPV prevalence, HPV vaccination, and adolescent awareness. However, the reference list needs improvement. Some references are incomplete, others rely primarily on URLs rather than including full bibliographic information, and at least one reference on antimicrobial resistance appears unrelated to the study topic. The authors should standardize all references according to the required journal style.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	YES

Ethical Issues / Clarification Required: The manuscript reports approval from a Central Ethics Committee and states that informed consent and assent were obtained. However, several ethical points require clarification. First, since the participants were between 16 and 19 years old, the authors should clearly state whether parental or legal guardian consent was obtained for the minors, in addition to the students' assent. Second, two different ethics approval numbers appear in the manuscript/flowchart, and this discrepancy should be corrected. Third, since the data were collected in a classroom with the assistance of university staff, the authors should clarify how privacy, voluntary participation, and the absence of institutional pressure were ensured.
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