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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 article highlights dermatoglyphics as a low-cost, non-invasive anatomical marker with potential applications in medical diagnostics, forensic identification, and biometric technology. By incorporating advances in ICT, artificial intelligence, mobile health, and ethical considerations, it expands the relevance of dermatoglyphics beyond traditional uses. The review is especially valuable for researchers and clinicians in resource-limited settings who require affordable screening tools. It also identifies future directions, such as integration with genomics, neuroimaging, and responsible biometric data governance. 

	




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
	The title is clear and reflects the multidisciplinary scope but is broad and could be shortened.
3

	

	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
	The abstract summarizes the topic, applications, and future directions well but is lengthy and could be structured better.
4

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are relevant. Including additional terms such as artificial intelligence, medical diagnostics, and biometric ethics could enhance discoverability and indexing.
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
	The introduction offers sufficient background and context, but some sections should be more concise.
4

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The objective is clear, particularly the focus on synthesizing literature from 2015 to 2025. However, it should be stated more explicitly as a separate objective statement.
4
	

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript includes many recent references, but it also uses some older sources. Please explain why these older foundational references are important, and make sure all recent citations are accurate and easy to find.
3
	

	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
	Although the databases and search terms are specified, the manuscript does not provide information on the number of records identified, the screening process, exclusion numbers, or a PRISMA flow diagram. As this is a narrative review, such detailed reporting is not required; however, the methodology section should be revised for clarity and completeness.
2
	

	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
	The manuscript addresses strengths and limitations; however, the analysis remains largely descriptive. Please provide a more critical comparison of study quality, sample size, bias, and evidence strength.
3
	

	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

	Potential future directions include advancements in artificial intelligence, genomics, multimodal biometrics, and ethical considerations.
4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusion follows the main discussion, but it should avoid overstating diagnostic certainty. should be concise, no need for references , should be in the author's language
1
	

	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
	Although the manuscript references limitations such as population variability and algorithmic bias, inclusion of a dedicated limitations section would enhance its clarity and rigor.
3

	

	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
	References are generally relevant. However, the authors should verify all citations, DOIs, and journal details, and confirm that sources are peer-reviewed and authentic.
3
	

	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
	The manuscript is generally clear and readable, though some repetition and lengthy paragraphs should be revised.
4
	




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 generally reflects the broad content; however, it is lengthy and somewhat overambitious. A more concise alternative could be: Dermatoglyphics as Anatomical Markers in Medical Diagnostics, ICT, and Forensic Applications: A Narrative Review with Ethical Perspectives

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partly. The abstract addresses the main themes, but it is too broad and makes strong claims without specifying the review method, number of included studies, selection criteria, or key limitations. Please revise the abstract to clearly state the review design, databases searched, inclusion criteria, main findings, and provide a balanced conclusion.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO,The manuscript is not fully acceptable in its current form. While the topic is relevant, several claims are overstated, particularly those regarding dermatoglyphics as a predictive or diagnostic tool for complex conditions. Although the manuscript claims adherence to PRISMA 2020, it does not provide a PRISMA flow diagram, the number of records identified, screened, or included, a risk-of-bias assessment, quality appraisal, or a structured evidence table. The authors are advised to moderate causal and predictive language, clearly distinguish association from diagnosis, add a transparent search strategy, and include a summary table of included studies. Additionally, the authors should clearly state that the article is a narrative review, in which case a PRISMA flow diagram, record counts, risk-of-bias assessment, quality appraisal, or structured evidence table are not required.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, Some references are recent, but several are outdated or not clearly relevant to the claims presented. The reference list also has formatting issues, such as entries like “doi.org in Bing,” which indicate that references were not thoroughly reviewed. Please verify each DOI, remove irrelevant or unverifiable sources, include more recent high-quality systematic reviews and primary studies, and ensure all in-text citations correspond to the reference list.

	

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

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

	NO
	



Reviewer details:

Ibrahim Fadl Mahmoud, Al-Azhar university, Egypt
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