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	[bookmark: PART__1:_Comments_]PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 a timely and relevant topic in dental education. As CBCT becomes integral to modern dental practice across multiple specialties, understanding knowledge gaps among undergraduate students is essential for evidence-based curriculum development. The findings highlight critical deficiencies in radiation safety awareness and formal training exposure that have direct implications for patient safety and diagnostic competency. The study contributes valuable insights to the growing body of literature on dental radiology education and provides actionable recommendations for dental institutions seeking to strengthen their CBCT training programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is appropriate and accurately reflects the study content. It clearly identifies the population (dental students), the subject (knowledge and attitude toward CBCT), and the study design (cross-sectional questionnaire-based study).
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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.
	Partially adequate. The abstract provides a good overview but requires revisions: (1) Include sample size (N=230) in the Methods section, (2) Revise awkward phrasing: "More than half (53%) incorrectly recognized higher radiation dose as advantages" should read "identified higher radiation dose as an advantage," (3) Specify which questions showed statistically significant differences rather than using vague language, (4) Clarify that 93% refers to agreement that CBCT is a valuable addition to modern dental care (Q6). The conclusion is well-written and appropriate.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
The study design is appropriate and the statistical analysis using SPSS with chi-square tests is suitable for categorical data. However, several concerns require attention: (1) CRITICAL ERROR: Table 1, Q3 contains major data discrepancy. The text states 53% (approximately 122 students) incorrectly selected "higher radiation dose" as an advantage of CBCT, but the table shows only 14 students for this option. The numbers for "lower cost and radiation dose" (122 students) match what should be the correct response. This suggests rows are transposed and MUST be corrected before publication. (2) The manuscript states reliability was assessed using Cronbach's alpha but does not report the actual value. Please include this value. (3) Clarify whether the 230 students represent the pilot test sample or the main study sample. (4) Specify the communication channels used for participant recruitment. (5) Report p-values consistently throughout. (6) Figures 5 and 6 are both labeled as Q9 - verify and correct. (7) References 2, 16, and 17 have incomplete author information.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate with 29 citations, including foundational papers and recent 2025 publications. However, references 2, 16, and 17 require complete author names. Reference 2 should be Mozzo P, not "P" alone. Ensure all references follow journal formatting guidelines consistently.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_language/English_quality_of_the_a]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Acceptable but requires minor editing. Issues include repetitive phrasing in the abstract, grammatical errors throughout, double spaces, inconsistent punctuation, and undefined abbreviations (CRRI, CDE, ALARA). Figures lack proper integration and legends. Professional copyediting is recommended before final acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments
	The study has notable strengths: timely topic, adequate sample size (N=230), appropriate statistical
analysis, and excellent discussion linking findings to international literature. Major concerns requiring correction: the critical data error in Table 1 Q3, figure duplication, missing Cronbach's alpha value, and incomplete methodological details. The study would benefit from a more detailed limitations section, discussion of specific curriculum implications, and comparison of training rates with other institutions globally.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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