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	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 current manuscript aims to address an issue of significant interest and clinical importance, as dental anxiety persists as a factor affecting treatment and long-term attitude towards oral health in young individuals. The investigation of the effectiveness of music distraction as an alternative non-pharmacological and simple approach for this purpose identifies an innovative and child-friendly method of managing dental anxious patients. By comparing the effectiveness of music distraction methods with traditional techniques of dental behaviour management, the authors contribute to research-based decision-making in the field of paediatric dentistry. The formation of such research findings is highly significant towards promoting minimally invasive approaches at low costs, which can be applicable in different clinical conditions. Through better design, this study promises to contribute considerably to the scientific community and practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. The title needs revision
The title partially follows the recommended PICOS criteria, as the population, intervention, and outcome are well specified, but the comparison group is not clearly mentioned. The study design is not clearly described as “comparative study.” The authors are recommended to clearly mention the comparison group and study design, such as “randomized controlled study,” to strengthen the precision and clarity of the study, especially from a methodological point of view.
	

	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 well-organized and has a definite structure. However, some methodological issues need to be clarified. The study design indicated is the "comparative study," but it is mentioned that random allocation is used. Moreover, the lack of differentiation between whether it is a controlled study or randomized is unclear. Additionally, the remark on the lack of statistical significance ("p > 0.05") needs to be clarified to avoid confusion. Some discrepancies regarding the manner in which the group is defined in the "Methods" and "Results" sections need to be clarified. The "Results" section needs to reflect the addition of specific numerical data. The conclusions drawn need to be diminished due to the lack of statistical significance. The use of the exact terminology ("dental treatment" instead of "surgery") is necessary. Refining the language used is necessary to give it the scientific tone needed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript deals with an important and clinically applicable topic in pediatric dentistry, and the standardization and validation of anxiety assessment tools is worth appreciating.
However, methodological issues are noted, which need to be improved. Another noted issue in the manuscript is the proper use of tenses and terminology, which need to be corrected. The manuscript has good potential to contribute to the field in a significant manner if it is revised.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list would benefit from careful revision to correct spelling errors, formatting inconsistencies, inaccurate page numbers, and removal of duplicate citations (e.g., Ref no. 11 & 16 “Venham & Gaulin-Kremer”).

Inclusion of DOIs wherever available is recommended in accordance with current journal standards.

I suggest incorporating recent systematic reviews, updated behavior guidance guidelines (e.g., AAPD), and contemporary randomized clinical trials would strengthen the scientific foundation and improve the current relevance of the manuscript.
	

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


	1. The text appears to require revisions in the grammatical structure and the use of verb tenses, especially in the "Methods" section.

2. Minor spelling mistakes, some typos, and format inconsistencies should be corrected to polish the text for professional purposes.

3. Some sentences may be longer or more complicated, and making them more concise may help improve the writing.

4. Greater consistency in terminology, e.g., surgery vs. dental procedure, VPS vs. VPT, and definition of abbreviations at first use would clarify the content.

5. Although the general tone is academic, the statements need refinement for precision and appropriateness.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript has a clinically relevant and meaningful topic in pediatric dentistry, focusing on the use of non-pharmacological strategies for managing dental anxiety in children. However, further work is still needed in methodological transparency and clarity, statistical reporting, the quality of language expression, and consistency of presentation for enhancing overall scientific rigor. With careful revision and refinement, this study would be sure to add more value to the current literature on the management of behavior in pediatric dental practice.
The manuscript focuses on an important topic and shows certain promise. However, substantial revisions with regard to methodology clarification, refinement in language, consistency in terminology, statistical reporting, and updating of references should be implemented before the manuscript is considered for acceptance
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