
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Complementary and Alternative Medical Research

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOCAMR_156980

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Impact of superstructure type on interleukin-1β and interleukin-6 levels in peri-implant crevicular fluid: screw-retained zirconia crowns versus cement-retained metal-ceramic crowns in healthy and peri-implantitis sites

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




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 tackles a clinically significant question by linking implant prosthetic design to peri-implant inflammatory responses. By incorporating biomarker analysis (IL-1β and IL-6), it advances understanding of the biological consequences of restorative choices. The study underscores the potential for prosthetic decisions to influence peri-implant health, an area of growing importance in implant dentistry. With stronger methodology, it could meaningfully inform evidence-based clinical practice.
	



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
	Rating: 4 = Good
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
	

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

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
	

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

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
	



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 is suitable
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is not fully comprehensive.
It includes all required sections, but clarity and methodological precision need improvement. The study design is not consistently or accurately described, and statistical reporting is sometimes unclear or over-detailed without sufficient context. Additionally, the distinction between the two independent variables (material vs retention type) is not clearly reflected.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	There are key methodological and interpretative issues, particularly the confounding of two independent variables (superstructure material and retention type), which prevents valid causal inference. In addition, inconsistencies in study design description (cross-sectional vs random assignment) raise concerns about internal validity. Some conclusions also overstate causality beyond what the data can support.
Suggestion for improvement:
Clarify and correct the study design, ensure proper separation or acknowledgment of confounding variables, and revise all conclusions to reflect associative findings only. A more rigorous statistical approach with adjustment for confounders is also recommended.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
Suggestion for improvement:
The reference list should be updated to include more recent studies (last 5 years) on peri-implant biomarkers and prosthetic-related inflammation, as several key citations are older or repeated. The authors should also remove duplicate entries, ensure accurate formatting, and strengthen the balance between foundational and contemporary high-impact journal articles to improve scientific rigor and currency.

	

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

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

	No.
No major ethical issues are identified in the manuscript. Ethical approval from an institutional review board is stated, and written informed consent was obtained from all participants. The study also reports adherence to the Declaration of Helsinki, which indicates compliance with accepted ethical standards for human research.

	



PART 3. 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript explores a relevant and timely topic in implant dentistry, focusing on the relationship between implant superstructure design and inflammatory biomarkers in peri-implant crevicular fluid. The study has potential scientific and clinical interest, particularly in linking prosthodontic variables with biological outcomes.
However, the manuscript requires substantial revision prior to further consideration. Key concerns include methodological inconsistencies (notably the conflation of study design descriptors), lack of control for important confounding variables, and inability to clearly separate the effects of material type and retention modality. These issues significantly limit the strength of the causal interpretations presented.
In addition, improvements are needed in statistical reporting, language clarity, and consistency of terminology. The conclusions should be revised to reflect associative rather than causal relationships.
May be reconsidered after major revision addressing the methodological and interpretative concerns in detail.
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