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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 provides a comprehensive and timely overview of sustained-release ophthalmic drug delivery systems, an area of growing importance in modern ocular therapeutics. By summarizing recent innovations, emerging technologies, and translational challenges, the review helps researchers and clinicians understand current progress and future directions in the field. The structured comparison of different delivery platforms is particularly useful for guiding future research and development. Overall, the article contributes valuable synthesized knowledge that can support both academic research and clinical innovation in ophthalmology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the scope of the review. It accurately communicates that the manuscript covers innovations, current trends, and future prospects in sustained-release ophthalmic drug delivery. No change is required.
	

	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 is well structured and provides a clear overview of the background, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. It effectively summarizes the scope and importance of sustained-release systems. However, the authors may consider briefly mentioning one or two specific emerging technologies (such as smart contact lenses or gene therapy) in the abstract to better highlight the future outlook of the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound and well organized. The authors present concepts logically, beginning with ocular barriers and progressing to advanced delivery systems and future technologies. The explanations of formulation principles and mechanisms are clear and consistent with current scientific understanding. The tables and schematic summaries enhance clarity and support the scientific discussion. Minor editorial polishing (e.g., consistency in terminology and formatting) would further improve readability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally adequate and includes many relevant and recent sources. The manuscript cites both foundational studies and contemporary research, which strengthens the review. The authors may consider adding a few very recent (last 2–3 years) high-impact clinical or translational studies, particularly related to smart delivery systems and regulatory pathways, to further enhance the currency of the review.
	

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


	The language is clear, professional, and suitable for academic publication. The manuscript is generally well written and easy to follow. Some sentences are long and could be slightly simplified to improve readability, but overall the English quality is acceptable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The figures and tables are informative and improve comprehension; ensuring consistent formatting and labeling would enhance presentation.

· A short summary table comparing advantages and limitations of all major delivery systems in one place could be helpful for readers.

· The conclusion effectively summarizes the review; adding a brief perspective on clinical adoption timelines could strengthen the closing remarks.
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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? 


	No ethical issues are identified. The manuscript is a review article and does not involve human or animal experimentation.
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