


Review Form-2
	

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Research and Reports in Dentistry 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJRRD_154609

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	CBCT Artefacts and Its Errors -Review

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE



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.
	The review improves capacity to identify and distinguish artifacts from actual pathology by methodically classifying artifact categories, elucidating their underlying physical mechanisms, and providing useful mitigation techniques. Given the extensive use of CBCT in many different dental specialties and the possibility of incorrect diagnosis due to picture distortions, this is especially important. 
	




PART  2

	


	
	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
	4 (Good)
The title is relevant and reflects the topic
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
Although the abstract contains important ideas, it is a little long, repetitious, and lacks coherence and clarity.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
Keywords are generally relevant but should be more pertinent such as “CBCT artifacts”.
	

	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 is adequate and explains CBCT principles well, though some repetition is present.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
The objectives are implied but need more explicit explanation and clarity.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
The review covers key aspects of CBCT artifacts and is clinically relevant.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
Has many recent references showing reasonable citing of recent literature.


	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
No clarity regarding the description of literature search strategy, databases, or inclusion criteria, which limits transparency.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
It has more descriptive structure rather than being analysing and lacking comparison with the literature.

	

	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
	4 (Good)
Seems to be sufficient but could be made better by discussing more about gaps in the litearture.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
Conclusions are generally consistent with the content but could be more precise and impactful.

	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
No mention of the limitations of the review or included literature.

	

	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
	4 (Good)
Most references are from peer-reviewed and reputable sources, though some duplication and formatting issues exist.

	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
The manuscript is understandable but contains grammatical errors, repetition, and formatting inconsistencies that require editing.
	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	


The book selection process in the article is not well-defined. The databases that were searched, the inclusion/exclusion criteria, and the search procedure are not described. For a review article in particular, this information is crucial to improving transparency and scientific relevance.
The manuscript offers a thorough descriptive summary of CBCT artifacts, however it does not critically evaluate the literature. The review would be strengthened by a more analytical approach that highlights inconsistencies, compares results across research, and assesses the strength of the evidence.
The review's goals aren't made clear. The beginning should contain a succinct statement describing the goal and parameters of the review. It would also benefit from better arrangement, which would eliminate repetition and provide more seamless transitions between sections.
There are numerous grammatical mistakes, repetitions, and terminology discrepancies throughout. To enhance readability, careful editing is necessary.
The limitations are not specifically discussed in the review. It is advised to include a special section discussing potential biases, gaps in the research, and review process restrictions.
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	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)
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