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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 manuscript addresses a topic of continued relevance to pharmaceutical formulation science, given that excipients are increasingly recognized as functionally active components rather than inert fillers. The chapter’s integration of classical excipient classification with emerging nanotechnology-based drug delivery platforms (RBS-membrane camouflaged nanoparticles, hyaluronic acid nanocarriers, hexagonal boron nitride nanosheets, polymer-lipid hybrid nanoparticles, SMEDDS, in situ gels, and MEMS) offers useful orientation for readers who need a single reference point spanning both regulatory and formulation-technology perspectives. The regulatory discussion (ICH, FDA, IPEC) is also valuable, as novel excipient approval pathways remain a genuine bottleneck in translating advanced drug delivery research into marketed products. However, the manuscript’s contribution would be strengthened considerably by tighter integration between the
excipient-focused first half and the drug delivery system focused second half, which currently read as two loosely connected reviews.
	




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
	
Satisfactory (title clear and appropriate)
	

	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
	
Satisfactory (abstract comprehensive)
	

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

	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
	
Need improvement
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Need improvement
	

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

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

	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
	

Poor
	

	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
	
Need improvement
	

	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
	

Need improvement
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Need improvement
	

	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
	
Poor
	

	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
	

Good
	

	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
	

satisfactory
	





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.
	No. the current title “ A Novel Approach on Application of Excipient in Advanced Drug Delivery and Drug Development”, implies a novel methodology or original approach, whereas the manuscript is structured as a narrative review of existing literature. I suggest revising it to something that accurately reflects the review nature of the work.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide
a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. the abstract outlines the general scope of the review but does not indicate the literature search approach or the specific conclusions/insights drawn from the reviewed studies. I suggest adding one or two sentences summarizing the main findings or
takeaway message of the review, so the abstract stands as a self contained summary rather than a general topic outline
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The technical content presented (excipient classification, interaction types, regulatory frameworks, and the described drug delivery systems) is consistent with the cited literature and does not contain evident factual errors. However, the conclusion section repeats the same statement about excipients “enhancing drug efficacy and patient compliance” twice with slightly different wording, which suggest unedited/duplicated text rather than a scientific error. I recommend the authors revise this section for coherence and non-redundancy before acceptance.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are sufficient in number (31) and drawn from credible peer-reviewed journals with complete DOIs, which supports their authenticity. However, recency is uneven- several key citations date back to 1986-2004 for foundational concepts, while the nanotechnology-related sections (which form a substantial part of the review) would benefit from a higher proportion of 2023-2025 sources to better reflect
the current state of the field.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No. no major ethical issues identified. One minor point worth the editor’s attention : the source/permission status of Figure 1-4 is not stated in the manuscript, so it would be prudent to confirm with the authors whether these are original illustration or adapted from other publications requiring copyright clearance.
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