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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.


	The importance of searching for new target proteins in the fight against HPV is crucial to expand eradication mechanisms.
Generally many HPV studies focus on L1 and some studies focus on early proteins, this review is important because it addresses these proteins that are promising in combating HPV.
The use of PRISMA as a methodology for the analysis of systematic reviews is an instrument that generates confidence due to its validity and robustness.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is focused and consistent with the study, handling all the key points.
	

	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.


	I suggest that the types of HPV that were included in the review be included, and especially which ones were the most relevant, given that it only mentions 16 and 18, but there are obviously more high-risk types that could be included.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall the manuscript has relevant information and does not involve testing on humans or animals and has a PRISMA-based methodology, it is adequate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references to fundamental ideas are recent and the reviews are from 2015, so their analysis is justified.
	

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


	In general, they speak an acceptable language, although you should check table 3, which uses Portuguese and English combined, which is not adequate.
	

	Optional/General comments


	In general, the review of articles for meta-analysis is adequate, but I believe that the dates should be more recent and that great care should be taken with the use of the language so as not to combine two languages In addition to this, I believe that the reviews could be discussed a little more, and above all, a comparative analysis could be done, which would further support the review.. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

As this is a review, no ethical issues arise
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