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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.


	This publication provides important information about the knowledge, attitudes, and awareness of radiation safety regulations among dental undergraduates, particularly those issued by the Atomic Energy Regulatory Board. Understanding how aspiring dental professionals view and apply radiation protection terms is important to ensure patient safety and lower the biological risks associated with ionizing radiation in dental radiography. The research highlights a significant gap between theoretical knowledge and formal training exposure, emphasizing the importance of structured educational programs in the dentistry curriculum. These findings can accommodate the successful implementation of regulations in clinical dentistry practice by practitioners, politicians, and professional associations, as well as boost radiation safety awareness.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Although the current title is understandable and pertinent, it could be improved with respect to academic style, clarity, and suitability for scientific journal indexing. In particular:

All capital letters should be avoided.

The context (radiation safety and dental radiography) would be beneficial.

Titles that accurately describe the study design are frequently preferred by journals (e.g., cross-sectional study).
Knowledge, Attitude, and Awareness of AERB Radiation Safety Guidelines Among Dental Undergraduates: A Cross-Sectional 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 typically comprehensive, clear, and well-organized as it contains the introduction, methods, results, and conclusion, all crucial elements of a scientific abstract. The study's main results are briefly outlined in the abstract. 
Suggestions for Enhancements:
The study's goal should be clear: At the conclusion of the introduction section, the study's goal should be more clearly expressed in a single sentence: "This study aimed to assess knowledge, attitude, and awareness of AERB guidelines among dental undergraduates."

Eliminate redundancy: The introduction's use of the phrase "serve as guidelines" is repeated and could be simplified for easier reading.

Enhance the clarity of the methodology: Since many journals prefer this information in the abstract, briefly state the setting of the study (e.g., dental college/university or region). Also, the study period can be added if it is available.

Summarize certain percentages or group related findings to keep the abstract within 200–250 words: Although a little lengthy, the results section is interesting.

Reinforce the conclusion: The practical implications, such as improving curriculum design or strengthening radiation safety training programs in dental education, could be briefly addressed in the conclusion.

Optimizing Keywords: As most journals advise, limit the number of keywords to five to seven keywords: “Awareness of AERB guidelines; dental students; dental radiography; knowledge and attitude; radiation protection; Radiation safety.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript assesses dental undergraduates' knowledge, attitudes, and awareness of the Atomic Energy Regulatory Board's guidelines while highlighting an important issue of safety awareness. The cross-sectional survey study type is appropriate for assessing attitudes and knowledge within a particular group. Overall, the methodology, which includes the study population description, data collection procedure, and descriptive statistical analysis, is comprehensive and well-reported.
However, scientific issues need to be addressed. There is no description of the questionnaire validation process (e.g., pilot study, reliability evaluation, such as Cronbach's alpha, or expert validity). The results section also shows no variance in the composite knowledge score, which creates methodological concerns regarding the data coding or scoring system. It's essential to clarify how the knowledge score was calculated. Furthermore, the discussion section needs to be written in a more formal academic style and include more comparisons with findings from previous studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions for additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Overall, the references are relevant to radiation safety and dental radiography. The manuscript has been strengthened by including several recent references (2024–2025). However, the total number of references remains somewhat limited. The literature review and discussion could benefit from recent international studies on dental students' awareness of radiation protection.

Additional references that are suggested include:

 • Recommendations for radiation protection in medicine from the International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP Publication 103 or later updates).

• Resources from the World Health Organization regarding medical imaging radiation protection. 

• Guidelines for radiation protection in diagnostic radiology from the International Atomic Energy Agency. 

• Recent systematic reviews of dental students' knowledge of radiation safety have been published in journals like the Journal of Dental Education.

Following these international standards would improve the manuscript's global relevance and scientific depth.
	

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


	Before publication, the English language must be substantially modified. Despite the manuscript's broad significance, it includes: 

• Conversational or informal phrases, like "But here's where things get messy," "Students have solid knowledge on paper."

• Inconsistent sentence structure and grammatical errors. 

• Several parts include repetitive and unclear language.

The research should be edited for scholarly communication to ensure a formal academic tone, proper grammar, and clarity. Thorough revision or professional language editing is suggested.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Justification for the Suggestion: The study addresses an important issue and provides useful preliminary data regarding dental students' understanding of radiation safety. However, the following areas need to be enhanced: 

- Writing style and academic vocabulary

- Methodological clarification, especially about the knowledge score calculation and questionnaire validation

- Continuation and strengthening of the discussion by using more current content, 

The article might be ready for publication after major modifications that address these issues.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Eman Saif Soliman Ashour, Menoufia University and Al-Salam University, Egypt

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

