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	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 work is novel, the choice of drug is good, and the choice of formulation is good.

Expected advantages: in addition to existing scientific knowledge.

Aim: Aims to reduce the problems faced during drug penetration through the skin; antifungal agents in the form of nanosponges overcome these limitations by evaluating the drug release and permeation through in vitro and ex vivo.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract has some additional points that are just used in the abstract but not present in the manuscript; it looks like the abstract is not as per the manuscript foundation.

Points like Franz diffusion cell, ex vivo study, HPMC, Eudragit RS 100, and PEG.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. As mentioned in the abstract, the in vitro drug release study of the prepared hydrogel formulation was assessed using a Franz diffusion cell, but in the manuscript, the in vitro drug release study of the prepared hydrogel formulas was conducted using USP Type II dissolution apparatus.

2. As mentioned in the abstract in-the-skin permeation study was conducted on the rat abdominal skin. The results show that the author demonstrated that the ex vivo studies demonstrated prolonged permeation even without conducting the ex vivo studies.

3. Results shown in the abstract that the F3 formulation shows optimal characteristics, but, in the manuscript, the F6 formulation is shown as the most promising formulation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are insufficient and need addition of references.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Language-—Technical Grammar and Syntax—Proper, Lucid and Readable
	

	Optional/General comments


	Antifungal activity study of fungal strains of prepared nano sponges needs to be tested for a comprehensive study.
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