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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 study explores the impact of tipping paper permeability on the transfer efficiency of cigarette cooling agents using a scientifically advanced approach—the CHO-TRPM8 cellular model combined with FLIPR technology. The work bridges the gap between subjective sensory testing and objective chemical and cellular analysis, providing valuable insights into tobacco product optimization. Its findings have potential applications in tobacco product development, sensory quality control, and regulatory evaluation. This makes it a meaningful contribution to tobacco research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is clear and appropriately reflects the content and methodology of the study.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract well captures the methodology, findings, and importance of the research. Including a brief reference to the larger implication (e.g., product design or regulatory information) would make it more effective.

Recommended revision: Add a concluding sentence such as: "These findings will facilitate well-informed decision-making in cigarette product development and quality control."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is science strong. Experimental design, methodology, and data analysis are well laid out and logically done. The employment of both chemical and cellular strategies reinforces the credibility of observations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The manuscript includes a good mix of foundational studies and recent works (2022–2024). However, adding one or two more references discussing regulatory or health implications of cooling agents in cigarettes could improve the context
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Mostly yes. The English is scholarly and understandable, though minor grammatical and typographical issues are present.

Suggested improvements:

Fix small typographical errors (e.g., “used the method” should be “using the method” in 2.5)
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures should include proper captions and labels (some are mentioned but not shown in the document).

Consider making all references uniform (e.g., volume numbers in italics).

Quantitative data or a table in the sensory evaluation section would be helpful.
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