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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 manuscript focuses on the formulation and evaluation of an in-situ hydrogel proposed for the gastro-retentive delivery of esomeprazole. This is an approach relevant considering the drug's susceptibility to acidic degradation and its limited gastric residence time. The study presents preliminary findings on formulation development and basic physicochemical characterization that may be useful for researchers working in gastro-retentive drug delivery systems. However, the overall scientific contribution is somewhat limited, as similar alginate–chitosan-based in situ gel formulations have already been widely investigated. To strengthen the manuscript, the authors should provide a clearer justification for the novelty of the formulation, include more rigorous experimental and statistical analyses, and expand the discussion by critically comparing their findings with previously published studies.
	



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: Good
	

	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: Satisfactory
The abstract should follow the journal's structured format and include quantitative results.
	

	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: Good
	

	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: Satisfactory 
Background is adequate but the research gap and novelty should be more clearly highlighted.
	

	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: Satisfactory
Objectives should be explicitly stated at the end of the Introduction.
	

	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
	3: Satisfactory
Recent literature has been included, but additional primary research articles should be discussed.
	

	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: Satisfactory
Overall methodology is acceptable but lacks experimental details and statistical validation.
	

	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
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3: Satisfactory
Results are understandable but require statistical comparison and better interpretation.
	

	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: Satisfactory
Figures need better quality as pe the format and tables require statistical data (Mean ± SD).
	

	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
	3: Satisfactory
Discussion should include more comparison with previous studies and critical interpretation.
	

	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
	4: Good
	

	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
	2: Needs Improvement
Study limitations are not adequately discussed.
	

	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
	4: Good
	

	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: Satisfactory
English language requires considerable editing for grammar, spacing and scientific writing style.
	




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!
The title adequately reflects the content of the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No!
The abstract should be revised according to the journal format. It should clearly include the background, objective, methodology, principal quantitative findings, and the main conclusion. The novelty and significance of the study should also be briefly highlighted.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No!
The study is scientifically acceptable in general; however, several important issues require revision before publication.
Major scientific concerns include:
1. Clearly establish the novelty of the formulation compared with previously published alginate/chitosan in situ gel systems.
2. Include a proper statistical analysis section describing software, number of replicates, statistical tests, and significance level.
1. Present all experimental results as Mean ± SD with appropriate statistical comparisons.
2. The claimed 2² factorial design is not supported by statistical optimization or response surface analysis. 
3. Standard deviations and significance testing are missing for most evaluation parameters. 
3. Improve the methodology by providing complete formulation preparation parameters, including stirring speed, mixing time, temperature, and storage conditions.
4. The dissolution methodology requires further justification, particularly the use of the Franz diffusion cell. 
5. The statement that the Hixson–Crowell model indicates anomalous transport is scientifically incorrect. Anomalous transport should be concluded using the Korsmeyer–Peppas model. 
6. Stability studies are lacking despite claims regarding formulation stability. 
7. Include limitations of the study and discuss the need for stability, mucoadhesion, and in vivo evaluation.
8. The discussion mainly describes observations rather than critically interpreting the results. 
9. Conclusions regarding therapeutic superiority should be moderated because no in vivo studies have been performed.
10. Improve the quality and formatting of all figures and tables according to the journal guidelines.
11. Revise the manuscript for grammar, spacing, scientific writing style, and consistency in units, abbreviations, and references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes!
The manuscript cites several recent publications (2020–2025).
	

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

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

	No!
No obvious ethical concerns were identified.
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