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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.

	The Paper deals with the nicotine biomarkers are used in many forensic and medicolegal settings, including suspected poisoning, paediatric ingestion of e-liquids, child-protection, smoke-disputes etc., As a result, interpreting results is now more complex, because a positive cotinine results alone can no longer tell the source, timing or pattern of exposure. A review that brings together nicotine pharmokinetics, the strengths and limits of each biomarker and matrix , and current analytical methods from a specifically forensic point of view could therefore help practicing toxicologists, forensic pathologists, and forensic professionals. The manuscript’s main strength is repeated warning about the biomarkers result that show exposure, but do not themselves show establish dependence, source, intent or toxicity. This is important for forensic point-of-view. If the factual and conceptual errors are corrected and quantitative forensic reference data and fundamental use of instruments is added, the review could become useful reference for researcher. Although, major changes are required and this study should be narrow down to the nicotine biomarkers only, with the latest references.  
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	2---- Title should be clear
	

	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
	2 ---Abstract should be in the form “background”, objective, methodology or the instruments used, synthesis of findings, conclusions
	

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

	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
	2--- Information is fine
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1--- No objectives are clearly stated
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2--- Literature review can clearly write under the heading of ROL
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3--- Yes
	

	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
	1---Author is writing a review paper, also he is discussing the instruments, he can takes the ROLs where exact work is done and explain the role of instruments, instead of defining the instruments, A figure or proper chart may help
	

	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
	2--- Needs improvements
	

	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

	NA
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2--- Author need to be specific to his/her topic
	

	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
	1--- Limitations are not discussed clearly
	

	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
	2--- Needs improvements
	

	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
	1---- The writing should be clear and precise to the topic only
	




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.
	The title of the paper is appropriate and reflects the main content of the manuscript. However, if author wants to keep other tobacco specific toxicants, then “Nicotine Exposure” is narrowing the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Abstract should be specific that it should have background, objective, methods, conclusions: Although in review paper no such methods or methodology required but if author wants to discuss about instruments used for nicotine detection, then they should be clearly highlighted.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, 
· Figures are not defined in the text, they are just posted, need to be mention in the text.
· Paper needs to be more specific to nicotine biomarkers only, paper overclaims, with no proper citations.
· Section 4.2 says “urine does not cotinine and other metabolites in significant amount”, but in actual it contains cotinine in a significant amount, who is taking Tabacco.
· Author can short down the pharmacokinetics of nicotine, and it should be relevant and properly cited, a systematic diagram for pharmacokinetics of nicotine will help. 
· Abbreviations at first use should be defined. 
· The “half life” should be written as “half-life”.
·  Certain typo error, and grammatical errors need to be sorted. 
· Paper should be focus on the biomarkers only.
· Either, remove the heading “analytical method for nicotine” is very subjective one can think of removing it.
· This paper deals with many things but the topic related biomarkers is not defined properly and not discussed in the paper.
In the declaration section, “the interpretation of the result is written”, although the study is review-based
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

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

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

	As this paper is review paper, hence no ethical issue is required
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