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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 manuscript fills a significant gap in dental education, as it aims to assess the knowledge, attitude, and awareness of dental students regarding safety guidelines in the use of radiation, which is vital in dental radiography. This manuscript has significant implications, especially in dental education, as it emphasizes the need to improve training programs to narrow the gap between knowledge and practice, which could impact dental curriculum changes globally. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable as it clearly reflects the study's focus on knowledge, attitude, and awareness of AERB guidelines among dental undergraduates.
	

	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 largely complete, offering an adequate summary of the introduction, methods, results, and conclusions. However, the abstract can be made more useful to the reader by including more precise numerical results, such as the exact percentages for key knowledge and attitude measures, for instance, 72.5% for the primary purpose. Moreover, the number of participants, 182, can also be included at the beginning for better clarity. There is no deletion needed, but the text can be made more concise.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is correct from a scientific perspective. The study design is appropriate for a cross-sectional study, and the descriptive statistics are appropriate for the data, which is categorical. However, it is acknowledged that there was no use of inferential statistics because there was no variance in the composite score, which is considered a limitation. The discussion is appropriate as it is compared to other studies. There is a need to clarify why there was no variance in the knowledge score and how it impacts generalizability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided are adequate in number, covering the important topics. However, the references provided are outdated, for instance, the one published in 2004. Therefore, the references provided are adequate in number, covering the important topics. Suggestions for additional references:

International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP). ICRP Publication 135: Diagnostic Reference Levels in Medical Imaging. Ann ICRP. 2017;46(1):1-144. (For broader context on dose limits.)

Praveen BN, et al. Knowledge, attitude, and practice of radiation protection among health-care professionals. J Int Soc Prev Community Dent. 2017;7(6):364-370. (Similar KAP study for comparison.)

Make sure that the references provided are uniform in their format. For instance, the references provided sometimes lack the DOI or the full journal name.
	

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


	The language is generally appropriate and easy to understand, which means that it is accessible to academic readers. There are some grammatical errors and unnatural sentence structures, though, such as "dental trainees must have adequate knowledge as well as good attitudes toward these standards," which might be expressed more smoothly. Proofreading for verb tense and sentence structure will improve it.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is well-structured and has significant practical implications; however, the discussion could benefit from the inclusion of comparisons with other international guidelines, e.g., the ICRP or EU recommendations. The tables provided are useful; however, Table 3 and 4 appear to be truncated in the document provided. The final document should ensure that the tables are complete. A potential area for discussion is the potential biases inherent in self-reported data; however, overall, the paper is a good contribution that could benefit from minor revisions for added depth and interest.
The manuscript is scientifically sound but could use enhancements in analysis depth, reference updates, and language refinement for publication.
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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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