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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 formation of chitosan-based nanoparticles for the co-administration of curcumin and vitamin C (two well-known antioxidants with substantial therapeutic potential) is the topic of this manuscript. By investigating methods to address these chemicals' poor stability and bioavailability, the work advances the expanding field of nanomedicine. For conditions like chronic renal disease that are linked to oxidative stress, the development of efficient antioxidant delivery methods is very important. Future research on targeted antioxidant therapy and drug delivery systems based on nanoparticles may benefit from the findings, which offer valuable preliminary physicochemical characterization data.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title accurately conveys the primary goal of the research and is often appropriate. For readability and clarity, it might be somewhat improved.

Suggested alternative title:
“Formulation and Physicochemical Characterization of Chitosan-Based Nanoparticles Co-Loaded with Vitamin C and Curcumin for Antioxidant Delivery.”

	

	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 adequately summarizes the objective, methodology, and key findings of the study. However, a few improvements could strengthen it:

· Briefly include the purpose or research gap that motivated the study.

· Add a short statement on the potential biomedical application of the formulated nanoparticles.

· Consider reducing minor methodological details and emphasizing the main results and implications.

· The conclusion sentence could better highlight the significance of the nanoparticle system for antioxidant delivery or therapeutic applications.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology employed (ionic gelation, DLS, and FTIR characterization) is suitable for nanoparticle formation investigations, and the manuscript is generally reasonable from a scientific standpoint. In general, the interpretation of FTIR spectrum shifts and particle size distribution is in line with accepted guidelines for characterizing nanoparticles. Other characterization criteria that are frequently reported in nanoparticle research, such as stability analysis, encapsulation efficiency, and zeta potential, would be beneficial to the study. The study's scientific quality and comprehensiveness would be strengthened by the inclusion of these characteristics.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	A number of recent papers (2020–2025) are included in the references, which are generally sufficient. They address subjects such as antioxidant delivery systems, chitosan nanoparticles, oxidative stress, and chronic kidney disease. A few current nanomedicine or drug delivery research (2022–2025) that particularly address co-encapsulation techniques and antioxidant nanoparticle systems, however, might enhance the study. This would improve the literature backdrop much more.


	

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


	Although the manuscript's English needs some editing to improve syntax, sentence organization, and clarity, it is still understandable. A few sentences have small punctuation mistakes, grammatical mistakes, or strange wording. To make sure the work satisfies the requirements of scholarly communication, professional language editing or proofreading is advised before publishing.


	

	Optional/General comments


	-The manuscript is well structured with clear sections (introduction, methods, results, discussion).

-Tables summarizing DLS and FTIR results are useful, though they could be presented more clearly with improved formatting.

-The conclusion section appears truncated and incomplete and should be revised to clearly summarize the main findings and potential applications.

-Additional nanoparticle characterization techniques (e.g., SEM/TEM imaging, zeta potential, encapsulation efficiency) would strengthen the study.
A promising method for manufacturing nanoparticles with appropriate physicochemical characterization is presented in this paper. However, the work would be strengthened for publication with better language quality, more characterization parameters, and a clearer explanation of the findings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

The manuscript doesn't seem to have any significant ethical problems. The study primarily uses chemical reagents for the physicochemical formulation and characterization of nanoparticles. However, future biological research should address ethical approval if the nanoparticles are meant for biological or therapeutic uses.
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