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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 study–presented at a timely, relevant moment and in a comprehensive manner, making this review easier to follow–provides crucial information on the role of infectious agents in human carcinogenesis and highlights the importance of vaccine-based prevention in reducing the global burden of cancer. Moreover, the comparative discussion in the context of mechanisms, attributable burden, and prevention strategies offers greater views for researchers, healthcare professionals, and policymakers who play a crucial role in this context but are sometimes overlooked. This review also highlights existing knowledge gaps and potential future directions, making it an important addition to the academic literature, particularly in infection-associated cancers. With compliance with the recommendations and comments of the reviewer and also on the improvement of clarity and readability–revising it to a more easier read that all walks of life could understand–it has the power to become an important reference for scientific and public health communities.
	


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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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 = Good
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory 
	


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 suitable for this study's context, as it accurately reflects the scope and main focus of the review by highlighting infectious agents, carcinogenesis, the attributable burden, and vaccine-based prevention. Hence, the title is lengthy. Despite this, it is scientifically informative and appropriate in the context of the study’s content. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract was presented comprehensively, providing a clear summary of the study’s crucial aspects. Hence, the reviewer still suggests separating them into three paragraphs to ensure a clearer distinction, resulting in a more comprehensive and stronger Abstract. The first paragraph will be for the Introduction alongside the objectives (25% of the total abstract), the second paragraph will be for the Methods (25% of the total abstract), and the third paragraph will be for the Results and Discussion (50% of the total abstract), including its implications, conclusion, and recommendations. The reviewer also suggests including supporting literature for the results and discussion sections to solidify further the study’s concrete foundation and its connection to supporting evidence.    

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, this study is scientifically sound, and a crucial contributor to that is the support from relevant peer-reviewed literature. The discussions are evidence-based–crucial for a review–, logically presented, and consistent with the objectives of the study, all demonstrating a solid foundation grounded in a strong understanding of the topic. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and demonstrate strong relevance to the study. Aside from sufficiency and relevance, it is also generally credible as it’s derived from authentic peer-reviewed sources. Key highlights of this study include its strong references to foundational and recent studies. Hence, for the cited references, the reviewer also suggests using books, journals, and articles within the 5-year time frame, as many may have changed–something that’s very prevalent in the academe. Citing sources within that framework would further strengthen the literature review. 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No, as the study appropriately cites references, both in-text and in the reference list, presents scholarly discussions from an objective perspective, and shows no obvious issues associated with plagiarism, research misconduct, or ethical reporting. 
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