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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 non-toxic, biodegradable polymer material of chitosan provides a safe and effective system for delivering therapeutic drugs to any of the body's organs, with the ability to control the rate and timing of delivery.
	


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 study? 

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 research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. 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
	3
	


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.
	Yes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
It is good work, but I suggest authors to Integrate the findings of these researches and include them in the same book chapter to make it more comprehensive.

Also it is better to:

- add table of various parameters of the model equation on the in vitro release kinetics.

-Cite reference of mathematical relationships of Encapsulation efficiency and Loading capacity.

-Verify these mathematical relationships, as they differ in current study from others. In the mathematical equation for calculating encapsulation efficiency, the denominator represents the total amount of the drug, whereas in your other research, the denominator in the same equation represents the weight of the nanoparticles. The same applies to the equation for calculating loading capacity.

The “may be due to shorter chains low molecular weight chitosan used in the present study” in page 19 of your discussion is not logical reason, it is better to replace or cite relevant study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, in your article the latest reference published in 2008. I suggest you to cite the following:
-Mohd Abul Kalam, Development and Evaluation of Chitosan Nanoparticles for Ocular Delivery of Tedizolid Phosphate, Molecules 2022, 27(7), 2326; https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules27072326

-Harshita Jain, Vivek Jain, Development and evaluation of acyclovir loaded chitosan microspheres and cross linked with glutaraldehyde, J. Drug Delivery and Therapeutics, VOL. 11 NO. 5:110-4 (2021), DOI https://doi.org/10.22270/jddt.v11i5.5123

-Alexandra Zamboulis 1,*, Stavroula Nanaki, Chitosan and its Derivatives for Ocular Delivery Formulations: Recent Advances and Developments, Polymers (Basel). 2020 Jul 8;12(7):1519. doi: 10.3390/polym12071519

-Pavani s, Formulation and Evaluation of Acyclovir Microspheres, Iraqi Journal Of Pharmaceutical Sciences, Vol. 27 No. 1 (2018): Iraqi J Pharm Sci, DOI: https://doi.org/10.31351/vol27iss1pp1-7  
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