Review Form 3

	​

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Research and Reports in Dentistry

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJRRD_154611

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Knowledge, Attitude and Prevalence regarding Rubber Dam Usage Among Dental Undergraduate Students

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	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 is a well-structured cross-sectional study and it addresses a significant "know-do" gap in dental education system. As a Maxillofacial Surgeon, I particularly appreciate the focus on patient safety and the prevention of instrument aspiration, which is critical importance for every individual patient concern.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	 Title Suggestion: The current title is clear, but "Prevalence" usually refers to a disease state in a population. For clinical uses "Clinical Adoption" is more precise and appropriate. My suggestion in this regards --

Revised Title: "Knowledge, Attitude, and Clinical Adoption of Rubber Dam Usage Among Dental Undergraduate Students and Interns: 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.


	Yes it is but we need more critical details, so that it will make more comprehensive. 
You can Add, the study design (Cross-sectional) and the sampling technique (Random sampling).Please  Mention the statistical software used (e.g., SPSS or Chi-square tests) to improve the strength of the article. 

Rubber dams uses --." It would be stronger to include the specific percentage (16%)  to provide immediate data-driven impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically, the manuscript is very sound and it follows the standard logic of a cross-sectional behavioral study in the field of dentistry. It correctly identifies a well-documented phenomenon in dental education: the "Theory-Practice Gap."
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes the references are sufficient and updated. You mentions the "Gold Standard," protocol, but you  can cite the official position statement ------

e.g American Association of Endodontists (AAE). (2010/Updated 2022). Position Statement on Dental Dams. This will provide Ethical Standard" References. 

	

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


	The English quality is good and easily understandable, which is a great start. The narrative flow is logical, and the terminology is clinically accurate. I am satisfied but for scholarly communications, further refinement and some grammatical correction and avoidance of repetitions is necessary. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Strength and weakness of the study is not mentioned properly.

"Perceived" vs. "Actual" Barrier ---

In your results, students claim "Patient Discomfort" is the main reason they don't use rubber dams. However, clinical literature often shows that patients actually feel safer and more comfortable (as they don't have water and debris falling into their throat).

It is the Lack of Clinical Efficiency, prevent them to use during clinical dentistry. Rather use the language that “patients discomfort”.
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	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 detail)

There are no major ethical issues in this manuscript, but if you want to publish it to a Standard, Journal you require Institutional Review Board (IRB) / Ethics Committee Approval. "The study protocol was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Ethics Committee of [Name of Institution] (Protocol No:---and year)." Is important.
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