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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important aspect of dental care through the systematic evaluation of clinical documentation and adherence to evidence-based standards in routine dental practice. By questionnaires, the study aims to contribute to ongoing discussions on quality assurance, patient safety, and accountability in dentistry. 
However, despite the potential importance of this area, the present study provides limited scientific advancement due to methodological weaknesses, insufficient validation of the proposed instruments, and reliance on internally generated data assessed by a single expert. As a result, the findings remain largely descriptive and organization-specific, which substantially limits their generalizability and impact. Consequently, while the topic itself is important, the manuscript in its current form offers only modest value to the broader scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is lengthy and descriptive but lacks focus and scientific sharpness. It overstates the scope and impact of the study by implying validation and broad applicability, while the work is in fact a pilot, organization-specific evaluation. A more concise and neutral title would better reflect the exploratory nature and methodological limitations of the study.
	

	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 generally well structured, however some sentences overstates the results where validation or more rigors methodology are needed. I suggest tempering the conclusions, clearly stating that this is a single-organization pilot study with assessments performed by one expert reviewer, and explicitly acknowledging the lack of independent validation and psychometric testing.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In my opinion, the manuscript presents several methodological and conceptual weaknesses. The study design is descriptive and exploratory, although the authors repeatedly state the work as “validation” without applying statistical validation methods. While the topic is relevant, the manuscript does not meet the standards of scientific rigor expected for a validation or quality-assessment study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most cited references are regulatory documents, policy reports, or general reviews. As a result, the discussion relies largely on extrapolation rather than direct evidence. Additional references to comparative studies on dental care quality, documentation accuracy, and validated quality indicators would be necessary to substantiate the conclusions drawn.
	

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


	yes, it is
	

	Optional/General comments


	While the topic is relevant, the manuscript is limited by methodological weaknesses, insufficient validation, and conclusions that extend beyond the evidence provided.
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no, they are not
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