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	Overall the work is nice and informative but according to me requires some corrections . which I mentioned in the forthcoming paragraphs. 

1. Abstract .The abstract is informative but could be more concise. Consider separating background, methods, results, and conclusion into distinct logical segments Include quantitative data (e.g., encapsulation efficiency %, tumor volume reduction, fold changes in gene expression) to strengthen the results section.Ensure proper capitalization and grammatical consistency (e.g., “This study reports on the synthesis, characterization…” not “this study reports…”). 

2.  Introduction .The introduction provides good context but should more clearly define the research gap—what specifically is lacking in current doxorubicin delivery systems that your study solves. Citations need consistent formatting (e.g., “Bray et al., 2024” instead of “Brayet al.,2024”). A short paragraph summarizing the rationale for using the CAM model over traditional animal models would improve scientific justification. 

3.  Materials and Methods The section is detailed but needs better organization and consistency. Number all subsections in the same format (2.1, 2.2, etc.) and use consistent spacing and punctuation. Add sample size justification (why 6 eggs per group?) to strengthen statistical validity. Clearly state how many replicates were used for each experiment and what controls were employed. In 2.2.4, the formulas for EE% and LC% should be properly formatted with parentheses and spacing for readability.For the PCR analysis, specify primer sequences, annealing temperatures, and cycle numbers to ensure reproducibility.

4.  Results and Discussion .The discussion is descriptive but needs deeper mechanistic interpretation — explain why NKD performed better than DOX, linking the results with physicochemical properties (size, zeta potential, etc.). Figures should have legends directly under each image and should be properly numbered and referenced in the text (e.g., “as shown in Figure 3”). Include statistical significance indicators (e.g., p < 0.05) in all graphs and mention the test used (ANOVA, t-test, etc.). Avoid repetition of numerical data — focus instead on comparing trends and explaining implications.Improve figure quality — especially TEM images and histopathology sections. Add scale bars clearly visible at standard resolution.

5.  Conclusion The conclusion is strong but could briefly mention limitations (e.g., lack of long-term toxicity or pharmacokinetic studies) and future prospects (e.g., moving toward mammalian validation).

6.  Language and Formatting The manuscript requires minor grammatical editing and consistent scientific formatting (capitalize section titles, maintain uniform spacing, etc.). Avoid typographical errors (e.g., “power” instead of “powder,” “throughth eenhanced” should be “through the enhanced”).
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