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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 presents a clinically relevant case demonstrating immediate implant placement in a Type 2 extraction socket using the ice cream cone technique. The topic is important as management of buccal plate deficiencies remains a significant challenge in implant dentistry, particularly in the esthetic zone. The case highlights a minimally invasive approach combining guided bone regeneration with flapless surgery, which may contribute to improved soft tissue preservation and patient outcomes. Although it is a single case report, it adds to the growing body of evidence supporting innovative regenerative techniques in compromised sockets.
	


Review Form (Research)
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PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
The abstract is generally clear but remains largely descriptive.
 It would benefit from inclusion of more specific clinical outcomes (e.g., follow-up
duration, objective clinical or radiographic findings).
 A clearer statement of the clinical significance is recommended.
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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 (Good)
The introduction provides basic background but lacks sufficient depth.
 The term “Type 2 extraction socket” should be clearly defined with an appropriate reference.
 The rationale for selecting the ice cream cone technique over other regenerative approaches should be more explicitly justified.
	

	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 (Satisfactory)
 The aim of the case report is not clearly stated.
 A concise objective at the end of the introduction would improve clarity and focus.
	

	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 (Satisfactory) 
While relevant references are included, the literature support is somewhat limited.
The manuscript would benefit from incorporating additional recent studies, particularly systematic reviews or clinical trials, to better contextualize the technique.
	

	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
	4 (Good)
The clinical procedure is presented logically.
 However, additional details would enhance the scientific value, including:
Criteria for selecting this treatment approach
Brief mention of alternative treatment options
Clear justification for the materials used
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
The manuscript does not explicitly state whether informed consent was obtained
from the patient.
A statement confirming patient consent (and, if applicable, ethical approval) should
be included.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
The results are presented clearly and descriptively.
Inclusion of objective or quantitative assessments (if available) would strengthen
the report.
	

	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
	4 (Good)
The figures are relevant and support the clinical steps described.
Figure legends could be slightly expanded for clarity and consistency.
	

	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 (Good)
The discussion appropriately links the findings to existing literature.
However, it would benefit from:
 More critical comparison with similar techniques
 Brief mention of possible complications or limitations of the approach
	

	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 (Good)
The case findings generally support the conclusions.
 However, the wording should be slightly moderated to reflect that the evidence is
based on a single clinical case.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
A limitations section is currently missing.
 The authors should acknowledge the inherent limitations of a single case report, including limited generalizability.
	

	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 (Satisfactory)
References are relevant but relatively limited.
The inclusion of additional recent, high-quality sources would improve the
manuscript.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Suggestion:
The abstract could be improved by including more quantitative or clinical outcome details (e.g., follow-up duration, specific measurements of bone gain or soft tissue stability) and a clearer statement of clinical significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor concerns
Suggestion:
The manuscript is generally sound, but it would benefit from:
Clearer definition of “Type 2 extraction socket” with citation
More structured explanation of clinical decision-making
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Suggestion:
Although some recent references (2023) are included, the list is relatively limited. More high-quality systematic reviews and clinical trials on:
Immediate implant placement in infected sockets Guided bone regeneration techniques
should be added to strengthen the scientific basis.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No (but incomplete reporting) Suggestion:
The manuscript should explicitly mention: Patient informed consent
Ethical approval (if required by institution)
	




PART 3

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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses a relevant clinical topic and demonstrates a practical
technique with favorable outcomes. With minor to moderate revisions, particularly in
scientific depth, clarity, and completeness of reporting, the manuscript could be suitable
[bookmark: _GoBack]for publication.
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