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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 is important for the scientific community because it provides a comprehensive and integrative perspective on the convergence of nanotechnology and stimuli-responsive in situ gel systems for ocular drug delivery, a field addressing critical limitations of conventional ophthalmic formulations. 

By systematically analyzing design principles, materials, and performance outcomes, the review advances understanding of how hybrid “nano-in-gel” platforms can enhance bioavailability, prolong residence time, and improve therapeutic efficacy. 

Furthermore, it highlights key translational challenges—such as sterilization, scalability, and regulatory complexity—thereby guiding future research toward clinically viable solutions. Overall, the manuscript contributes valuable insight that can accelerate the development of more effective, patient-friendly ocular therapies.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	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
	GOOD (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
	GOOD (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
	NEED IMPROVEMENT (2). The keywords are too long. 
	

	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
	SATISFACTORY (3)
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	SATISFACTORY (3)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	GOOD (4)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	GOOD (4)
	

	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
	GOOD (4)
	

	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
	GOOD (4)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	GOOD (4)
	

	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
	GOOD (4)
	

	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 (4)
	

	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
	GOOD (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 is suitable. It is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the core focus of the manuscript, namely the integration of nanotechnology with in situ ophthalmic gels for advanced ocular drug delivery. 

The title effectively conveys both the technological approach (“nanoparticle-laden smart hydrogels”) and the intended application (“precision ocular drug delivery”), making it informative and relevant for the target scientific audience.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. It clearly outlines the background, objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusion of the manuscript in a structured and logical manner. 

Additionally, it effectively highlights both the advantages of nanoparticle-laden in situ gels and the existing translational challenges, providing a balanced and informative summary for readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It presents concepts that are consistent with current knowledge in ocular drug delivery, particularly regarding the limitations of conventional formulations, the role of nanocarriers, and the advantages of in situ gelling systems. The discussion is well-supported by relevant literature and demonstrates a coherent integration of physicochemical, biological, and pharmacotechnical principles. Overall, the scientific arguments are logical, accurate, and appropriately interpreted within the scope of a narrative review.

While the manuscript is scientifically sound, its quality could be further improved by strengthening critical analysis rather than primarily descriptive discussion. The authors should more explicitly compare different nanoparticle systems and in situ gel approaches in terms of advantages, limitations, and clinical relevance. Additionally, inclusion of more recent high-impact references and clearer discussion on translational pathways (e.g., regulatory considerations and clinical trial evidence) would enhance the scientific depth and applicability of the review.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and reasonably recent, particularly for a narrative review. The manuscript includes a substantial number of sources covering both foundational concepts and recent developments in nanotechnology and in situ gel systems for ocular drug delivery.

However, while many references appear relevant, the field is rapidly evolving, and several high-quality reviews and studies have been published in 2023–2024 on ocular nanocarriers and in situ gels . Therefore, the manuscript would benefit from incorporating a few more very recent (last 2–3 years) high-impact publications to ensure the discussion fully reflects the latest advances and emerging clinical translation trends.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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