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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

There is information in abstract that are not in the paper

What was the hypothesis of the study?

The study intends to measure the incidence of photoallergic reactions, but in line
189 it was mentioned prevalence.

Methods - must to be more detailed: type of study, period and local of the study,
sample size, recruitment of the subjects. There is excluding criteria after table 2.
General characterization of the groups would be better allocated in results section.
Skin phototest patch was applied only on patients’ arms? Line 50 only mention
patients.

Results: Why the authors decided to show the difference of skin reaction related
to gender? If the literature doesn’t mention it, just describe it in the text.

Table 3 - when result is zero, the symbol is hyphen and not the number zero.
Accordingly to line 89, It should be expected reaction also before the UV
exposition?

The authors could express the meaning of these findings for the practice of dental
professionals.

Ethical Issue:

The study was granted by the Medical University — Sofia, Grant Ne 48/2014, and was app
the Medical Ethics Board at the Medical University of Sofia. All participants were informed abo
purpose of the study and gave their written informed consent.

Authors mention that the study was approved by the Medical Ethcis Board at the
Medical University of Sofia and that participant gave their written informed
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consent (line 41-42)

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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