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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 approach acts as a hybrid technology combining the effortless application of a conventional spray with the sustained-release capabilities of a transdermal patch. It clearly establishes how FFS has evolved from a scientifically promising concept into a sophisticated platform that outperforms old-school creams and patches, especially on irregular skin surfaces.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	

	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

	

	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


	

	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

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
should be stated more precisely

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
But practical research problems and limitations should be considered primarily.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Some Citations Are Not Current
Several foundational references (Barry, 2001; Siepmann & Peppas, 2001; Ritger & Peppas, 1987; Müller et al., 2000) are heavily dated.
Revisit the Nastiti et al. (2017) citation and replace with a more directly relevant primary source for NLC-FFS permeation data.
	

	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
Step by step Systemic review process should be mentioned. A proper scoping review or structured narrative review would require:

A PRISMA-ScR (PRISMA for Scoping Reviews) flow diagram documenting the number of records identified, screened, excluded, and included at each stage.
Pre-registration (e.g., PROSPERO or OSF) to minimise post-hoc bias.
More explicit documentation of how the "priority" for including studies with "rigorous experimental methodology" was operationalised.
Without these elements, the literature selection process remains opaque and the potential for cherry-picking of supportive studies cannot be ruled out.

	

	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
	4
‘No Restrictions on databases’ is not cleared why.
	

	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

	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
Include a critical appraisal of the quality and limitations of key cited studies.
Address propylene glycol systemic toxicity, inhalation risk, and ethanol concentration thresholds.
	

	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
	3
>50 references are expected in systematic review.
	

	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
	4
As per Author’s guidelines of JIRMEPS word limit of review article is 5000 to 9000.
In this manuscript it is exceed.
	




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.
	It is too long
It lists what is covered but does not signal any evaluative conclusions, unresolved controversies, or the authors' own position on key debates. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The review largely summarises literature findings rather than critically evaluating the quality of evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	More citations are expected.
	

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

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

	Yes
As uncertainty is mentioned “The acknowledgement that no FFS-specific guidance exists from either the EMA or FDA” in regulatory gaps; safety, unknown toxicity, clinical trial exploitation and justice etc should be discussed.
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