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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 manuscript addresses a highly relevant area in nanomedicine by focusing on EGFR-targeted gelatin nanoparticles, which represent a promising strategy for improving precision cancer therapy. The integration of multiple analytical techniques for characterization provides a valuable framework that can guide future research in nanoparticle-based drug delivery. Importantly, the study highlights the potential of GE11 peptide-modified systems to enhance therapeutic efficacy and selectivity, which could significantly advance the development of safer and more effective cancer treatments. Overall, the work contributes meaningful insights to both the academic community and translational nanomedicine research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title “EGFR-targeted gelatin nanoparticles observation method and process” only partially reflects the scope of the manuscript. While it indicates the focus on EGFR-targeted gelatin nanoparticles, it does not fully capture the comprehensive characterization, therapeutic evaluation, and translational relevance discussed in the paper. A more precise and impactful title would help attract the right readership and improve clarity.
Suggested alternative titles:
1. “Comprehensive Characterization and Therapeutic Evaluation of EGFR-Targeted Gelatin Nanoparticles for Cancer Therapy”
2. “EGFR-Targeted Gelatin Nanoparticles: Analytical Methods, Characterization, and Therapeutic Applications”
3. “Observation and Analytical Strategies for EGFR-Targeted Gelatin Nanoparticles in Precision Cancer Therapy”

	

	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 is fairly comprehensive and provides a clear overview of the objectives, methodologies, and findings. It effectively highlights the significance of EGFR-targeted gelatin nanoparticles, the analytical techniques employed, and the therapeutic outcomes observed. However, it could be further improved in the following ways:
· Clarity & Focus: The abstract includes excessive numerical details (e.g., particle size ranges, encapsulation efficiency, efficacy percentages), which may overwhelm readers. These could be summarized more concisely, focusing on the most important findings.
· Methods: While multiple techniques are mentioned, the abstract could briefly clarify the rationale behind integrating these methods rather than simply listing them.
· Limitations & Future Directions: The abstract lacks mention of potential challenges, limitations, or future perspectives, which would provide a balanced view and strengthen its impact.
· Keywords Alignment: Ensure that all keywords (e.g., TEM analysis, cellular uptake) are genuinely represented in the abstract to avoid redundancy.
Suggested addition: A closing sentence emphasizing the translational potential and future scope (e.g., “These findings underscore the promise of EGFR-targeted gelatin nanoparticles for advancing precision cancer therapeutics and highlight the need for standardized characterization protocols for clinical translation.”).

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and well-structured, with clear experimental design, comprehensive characterization, and logical interpretation of results. The methodologies used (DLS, TEM, FTIR, cellular uptake assays, etc.) are appropriate and widely accepted for nanoparticle research, and the results are consistent with established literature. The data presentation (tables, figures, and numerical values) supports the conclusions drawn, and the discussion effectively links experimental findings with previous studies.
However, a few aspects require attention:
· In some sections, there is a tendency to restate results in the discussion rather than critically comparing them with existing literature.
· The manuscript would benefit from a clearer explanation of statistical analyses (e.g., number of replicates, error bars, significance testing details).
· While the synthesis and modification methods are adequately described, additional details on reproducibility and potential batch-to-batch variability would strengthen the scientific rigor.
· Some claims, particularly regarding therapeutic superiority and translational potential, could be toned down or supported with stronger references.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The manuscript cites a good number of references, many of which are relevant and include recent publications (2020–2024). This helps ensure the discussion is well-grounded in current research trends. However, a few areas could be improved:
· Some older references (before 2015) are included where more recent alternatives exist, especially in the sections on nanoparticle synthesis and targeting strategies.
· The paper would benefit from inclusion of very recent studies (2023–2025) on GE11 peptide-targeted nanocarriers, advances in gelatin nanoparticle formulations, and emerging EGFR-targeting strategies in clinical applications.
· A few references (e.g., #11 and #18) are somewhat dated and could be supplemented with newer supporting literature.
Suggested additional references for strengthening the manuscript:
1. Tang H. et al. Challenges for the application of EGFR-targeting peptide GE11 in tumor diagnosis and treatment. J. Controlled Release. 2022; 349:592-605

	

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

	
The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, structured, and uses appropriate scientific terminology, though minor grammatical polishing and reduction of repetitive phrases would further improve readability.

	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript is well-written and presents a comprehensive evaluation of EGFR-targeted gelatin nanoparticles, integrating both experimental and literature-based data. The multi-technique characterization approach is a strong point, and the inclusion of therapeutic efficacy studies adds translational value. However, the authors should ensure that statistical analyses are more clearly described, and some claims regarding clinical translation should be moderated or supported with additional references. Minor language editing will further enhance readability. Overall, this work makes a valuable contribution to the field of targeted nanomedicine.
	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No major ethical issues are apparent in this manuscript.
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