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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	Studies on the seroprevalence of Hepatitis B, Hepatitis C, and HIV in dental patients are very relevant because dental health workers have a high risk of blood-based infections which are a source of disease transmission.
	














































PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2, The abstract still has several limitations, such as:

No inferential statistical analysis,  included Lack of detailed information regarding the examination method (tool validity), Lack of comparative context or clinical significance of the results
Overall, the abstract is informative and appropriate, but still needs some strengthening of the methodology and significance of the results to make it more scientifically sound and engaging for readers.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The keywords are good and relevant, but:

Need to be more specific and standardized It's best to avoid overly general terms Add elements of study design or methods to increase visibility in journal databases
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The introduction is good, coherent, and relevant, but still needs strengthening in terms of scientific references, depth of analysis in order to meet the standards of a reputable journal 
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3: The objectives have been written clearly, but this manuscript does not yet show a strong direction of inferential analysis. To improve the quality of the writing, it is necessary to add a simple hypothesis, for example, there is a difference in prevalence based on gender.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3: The literature remains conceptually and contextually relevant, but is less up-to-date in terms of data and the latest scientific developments. It needs to include more recent references (less than the last 5 years), incorporate global developments such as the WHO, hepatitis elimination, and the latest therapies, and update the current prevalence data.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3: The Materials and Methods section is quite clear and systematic, but still needs strengthening in technical details, design clarity, and depth of statistical analysis to meet the standards of a stronger research methodology and be worthy of a reputable journal.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The ethical aspects have been handled well and meet basic research standards, but administrative and international standards are still needed to strengthen the paper's credibility for publication in a reputable journal. To do this, please include the ethical clearance number, informed consent status, conflict of interest information, declaration of Helsinki, and funding statement.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The Results section is clear, coherent, and on-point, but still needs improvement in statistical analysis, data consistency, and the separation of results from interpretation to be more robust and meet the standards of a reputable journal.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5: Pretty self explanatory, but less than visually appealing.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The Discussion section is good at explaining the results and clinical relevance, but still needs strengthening in terms of critical analysis, discussion of limitations, and scientific structure to meet the standards of reputable international journals.
Recommendations for improvement:
Add a limitations section (mandatory), Strengthen the critical analysis, not just the descriptive one
Incorporate comparative studies through synthesis, not a list Use recent and credible references, 
Relate results to:
p-value,
data strength
Avoid overgeneralization
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The Conclusion section is clear, concise, and consistent with the results, but it still needs to be strengthened in terms of scientific depth, research contributions, and future perspectives to meet the standards of a reputable international journal. Therefore, it is necessary to briefly include limitations, provide suggestions for the future, and strengthen the implications for policy, not just clinical practice.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
The limitations of the research have not been discussed, so they need to be added explicitly to meet scientific publication standards.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3: The references is quite relevant and supports the research, but it needs significant improvements in format consistency and source quality to meet the standards of a reputable scientific journal. It is necessary to add systematic reviews and the latest WHO Guidelines, and reduce references from non-reputable journals.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4: The language in the manuscript is clear, easy to understand, and worthy of publication, but still needs minor improvements in academic style and grammar to meet the standards of a reputable international journal.
	




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	Overall, this manuscript is relevant, systematic, and worthy of publication because it successfully describes the seroprevalence of Hepatitis B, Hepatitis C, and HIV in the dental patient population quite clearly, but still needs to be strengthened to meet the standards of a reputable journal; the authors are advised to improve the scientific value by adding more robust statistical analysis (e.g., confidence intervals and association tests) and including a section on study limitations that is currently missing; in addition, the discussion needs to be made more critical and not only descriptive by comparing the results in more depth with previous studies, while the methodological aspects need to be enriched with technical details (such as the validity of the test kit); from a technical perspective, improving the reference format, simplifying tables and improving the visual quality of graphs, as well as refining academic language are also important; finally, the manuscript would be stronger if it added broader policy implications and directions for further research, so that its contribution is not only to clinical practice but also to the development of health science and policy.

	





PART  3: 
	

	
	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:

[bookmark: _GoBack]Irma Muslimin, Poltekkes Kemenkes Mamuju, Indonesia



Page 3 of 3
V180326


