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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	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.

	This manuscript forms an important contribution by proposing a clear framework for photographic documentation in oral and maxillofacial surgery. It helps reduce inconsistencies and ensures more reliable outcomes. What stands out is the way it combines technical precision with ethical responsibility, offering practical workflows and datasets that can be applied across different clinical environments. In short, it elevates the scientific value of clinical photography and reinforces its role in patient assessment, teaching, and research.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	5
	

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

	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
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. 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
	5
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title of the article is suitable. It is clear, accurate, and directly reflects the scope and purpose of the paper.
If improvement were desired, a slightly more concise version could be: “Minimum Framework for Photographic Documentation in Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive. It covers the aims, study design, methodology, results, and conclusion, giving readers a clear overview of the paper.
If improvement were desired, the abstract could briefly highlight the specific elements of the proposed framework (e.g., patient preparation, head position, consent, storage) rather than only summarizing them generally. This would make the abstract more informative and immediately show the practical value of the framework.
Example improvement:
"The framework mixes reproducible image acquisition, standardized intraoral and extraoral views, use‑specific consent, secure storage, and publication domination to improve reliability and clinical utility."

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and well‑structured. The influences align with established principles in oral and maxillofacial surgery, the references are credible and peer‑reviewed, and the proposed framework is logically supported by evidence and practice.
For further improvement, the paper could be strengthened by:
· Giving a clearer description of the literature search process (databases used, keywords, and criteria for inclusion/exclusion).
· Adding pilot data or practical validation to show how the framework works in real clinical settings.
· Discussing limitations more openly, such as differences between institutions or reliance on narrative synthesis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references in the manuscript are sufficient and recent. They include both opening works that establish historical standards and contemporary sources (up to 2023–2026) that reflect current advances in imaging, ethics, and clinical documentation. This balance ensures the framework is well‑grounded and up‑to‑date.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO — there are no major ethical issues in this manuscript.
The paper actually demonstrates strong ethical awareness by:
· Highlighting the importance of patient consent for clinical photography and publication.
· Addressing privacy and storage concerns, especially with smartphone use.
· Emphasizing the need for standardized power to prevent misuse of patient images
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