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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

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

	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 manuscript explores the regional differences in users' perceptions of oral health services within Brazil's Primary Health Care system. By integrating results from various studies, it highlights structural inequalities and underscores the necessity of including users' perspectives in public policy reforms. This research is especially pertinent for nations characterized by significant regional disparities and can guide policy frameworks designed to enhance equity and quality in oral health services.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	"Regional Disparities in User Perception of Oral Health in Brazil’s Primary Care: An Integrative Review" – This phrasing may more effectively highlight the methodological aspects of the article.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is succinct and well-organized. Nevertheless, it would be beneficial to incorporate additional information regarding the primary findings (for instance, regional trends or frequently mentioned user issues) and to clearly indicate that studies from the North, Northeast, and Central-West regions were not included.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific rigor, employing suitable methodology for an integrative review. The criteria for inclusion and exclusion are clearly defined, and the results are effectively synthesized. Nevertheless, enhancing the differentiation between the results and discussion sections would enhance clarity. Additionally, the methodology section could be strengthened by detailing the review protocol, such as the use of the PRISMA checklist or indicating whether the review was registered.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided are sufficient, pertinent, and mostly current. Nonetheless, most of them originate from Brazilian sources, which is anticipated due to the national focus. It would be beneficial to include 1–2 references that place this issue within the larger global discourse on equity in oral health (for instance, WHO or IADR position papers regarding health equity and patient-centered care).
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript is comprehensible; however, the English requires revision to enhance clarity and grammatical accuracy. Problems identified include awkward phrasing, inconsistent verb tenses, and excessive use of passive voice. It is advisable to seek a professional language edit prior to publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1) Incorporating a table that summarizes regional variations based on sociodemographic factors would improve clarity. 

2) The conclusion could more effectively differentiate between the findings and their implications. 

The research is thoughtfully designed and pertinent; however, it necessitates moderate language refinement, a more explicit methodological explanation, and an improved discussion, along with a clearer differentiation between sections.
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