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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

General remarks 
This work presents an epidemiologic survey which was 
conducted to determine dental fluorosis among children and 
adult populations. Therefore, this epidemiologic survey is 
very poor in term of technical knowledge to make decision 
about dental fluorosis prevalence, incidence and health risk 
assessment. This work can be improved with the following 
two key points: 

- Authors should make other survey in non-fluoride 
areas among the same population. This can help on 
defining the dental fluorosis incidence rate  

- Authors should mention physio-chemical 
proprieties of drinking water (fluoride level, 
salinity…etc.). This can determine the relation 
between diseases diagnosis and Berka region’s 
water quality (authors have mentioned joint pain 
(arthritis), damage of kidneys, bones, nerves and 
muscles). 

Material and methods section remarks 
The authors have mention that the study area is located in 
southern Tunisia. They should justify this choice by other 
scientific references citations. 
In the other hand, the authors conclude that water 
contamination by fluoride is caused by laundry discharges 
but this contamination can be made by other naturel factors 
as rocks nature of the aquifer. The used method of "Kenny" 
is not detailed and shortly described; the used parameters (E, 
R, P) are unit less and not obvious. 
Results section remarks 
Authors haven’t mention how they calculated the risk scores 
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based on the used method of "Kenny". Lecturer doesn’t see 
the value of the different used parameters; i.e. E, F and P. 
Are these parameters age dependent? 
Comments and discussion section remarks 
Water fluoride exposure levels and fluoride toxicity are not 
defined.  
The proposed action plan is not realistic and not applicable. 
Authors have mentioned that a support is crucial for subjects 
with a very high risk score but they don’t explain the nature 
of this support.  

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

 

References are not formatted in the journal layout. 

Lack of figures. Figures can add clarification to lecturer. 

English must be improved. 
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