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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript titled “Risk Factors, Preventive Measures, and Management of Monkeypox: A Systematic Review” addresses an important and timely public health issue. The authors provide a comprehensive overview of risk factors, vaccination strategies, clinical management, and public health responses to mpox. The paper is generally well-structured and follows PRISMA guidelines. The inclusion of multiple international studies enhances the relevance of the review. However, there are areas that require clarification, deeper critical appraisal, and refinement to strengthen the manuscript.

1. Abstract: The methods section could briefly mention the total number of studies included (10) for clarity.

2. PRISMA Flowchart: Ensure that Figure 1 is sufficiently detailed (numbers at each stage of screening, reasons for exclusion).

3. Tables: Table 1 is informative but quite dense. Consider simplifying formatting, possibly splitting into two smaller tables (e.g., risk factors/prevention vs. management/outcomes).

4. Terminology: Consistently use “mpox” rather than “monkeypox” except when citing historical context or original article titles.

5. References: Some references are older and less directly relevant (e.g., Henderson et al. 1999 on smallpox). While useful background, ensure emphasis remains on recent and mpox-specific literature.

6. Writing Style: The text is generally clear, but some sentences are overly long and could be streamlined for readability.

7. Vaccine effectiveness results are presented, but there is little critical discussion of why estimates vary (e.g., timing of vaccination, analytical methods, confounding factors). Expanding on these nuances would provide more depth.  To enhance the readability and contextual strength of the introduction, I recommend citing the following paper: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asej.2025.103519, https://doi.org/10.1007/s40819-025-01928-4
Recommendation

The manuscript is of interest and potentially suitable for publication after revisions. 
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