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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 is a comprehensive narrative review article that synthesizes the existing literature and explores the principles, design strategies, therapeutic applications, and transformative potential of peptide nanofiber-based drug delivery systems.
	



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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

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

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

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

	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
	N/A
Because it is not a systematic review.
	

	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
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions
	1
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	done ?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

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

	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
	1
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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.
	The title of the article is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is comprehensive; however, an improvement is suggested:

Mention the conclusions of this review in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is mostly scientifically appropriate; however, some improvements are suggested:

In Limitations of Conventional Carriers, mention brief definitions for nanoparticles and all the mentioned polymeric and lipid-based platforms, including synthetic polymers and dendrimers, with references.
Explain reticuloendothelial system (RES) with a reference. In Emergence of Peptide-Based Systems, define "peptides"
with a reference.

In the introduction section, mention the research gap related to this review.

At the end of the introduction section, mention the type of review and the aims of the review.

In Table 2, add a note to present the full terms for each abbreviation.

In 5.3 Biological Characterization, mention the full term for
MTT in parentheses.
In 7.1 Cytotoxicity Evaluation, check the formatting of IC₅₀.

Mention the full terms for MTS and WST-1 in parentheses 
In 7.2 Immunogenicity, mention the full term for ELISA with the abbreviation in parentheses.

Before conclusions, discuss implications and recommendations of this review.

Discuss the strengths and limitations of this review. Before conclusions, discuss future research directions
The first paragraph of the conclusions and recommendations presents new information not presented anywhere in the article; therefore, any sentence presenting new information should be mentioned first in the previous sections of the article with references before mentioning it in the
	Mention the full terms for MTS and WST-1 in parentheses




	
	conclusions.

As currently there are no recommendations present in the conclusions and recommendations section, it would be better to change this heading to "Conclusions."
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are appropriate; however, some improvements are suggested regarding the references:

It would be better to cite each cited statement separately instead of adding in-text citations only at the end of the paragraphs, as currently in-text citations are placed only at the end of the paragraphs in most sections of the article.

In section 2 of the article, provide references and add in-text citations with each cited statement, instead of only citing a few sentences.

In Table 1, add a column for references for findings presented in each row.

In 4.4 Stability Considerations, provide references for each cited statement in the first paragraph.

In Table 2, add a column for references for findings presented in each row.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No
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