Dear Prof. Rada Petrović 
Good Day

Please consider our revised manuscript entitled ” Fabrication of bionanocomposite based on LDH using biopolymer of gum arabic and chitosan-coating for sustained drug-release” for the publication in Journal of the Serbian Chemical Society. We appreciate the interest that the reviewers have taken in our manuscript and the constructive criticism they have given. Based on the comments from the referees, we have made changes in the manuscript, which are detailed below. The revised parts of the manuscript were highlighted in yellow.
Thank you again for consideration of our revised manuscript.

ID: ((8696)) 

Title: ((Fabrication of bionanocomposite based on LDH using biopolymer of gum arabic and chitosan-coating for sustained drug-release))

Reply to the Reviewer’s comments:
Reviewer A:

1- In the abstract the authors mentioned that the structure of the products was characterized by different techniques such as FESEM, XRD, TGA and FTIR. Instead it can be rewritten as “the products were characterized by using different techniques such as……” since all these techniques not only gives the structure but also gives additional information in the present study.
Reply: " The products of LDH were characterized by using different techniques such as…. " was replaced in the abstract section of the revised manuscript (Page 1).
2- The manuscript can be supported with recent articles like: 
a) Application of pectin zinc oxide hybrid nanocomposite in the delivery of a hydrophilic drug and a study of its isotherm, kinetics and release mechanism. International Journal of Biological Macromolecules, 115, 418-430.

Reply: This paper was checked and was cited as reference "35" in the Adsorption isotherms (Page 13), Release kinetics of MEF (Page 16), and  Investigation of adsorption kinetics (Page 3-S) section of the revised manuscript.
.  
b) Non-propellant foams of green nano-silver and sulfadiazine: Development and in vivo evaluation for burn wounds. Pharmaceutical Research, 36: 122. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11095-019-2658-8.

Reply: This paper was checked and was cited as reference "9" in the introduction of the revised manuscript. 
3- In the experimental section chitosan is not defined. It is mentioned as “CHIT”. The author may use the full name first and then use the abbreviation later.

Reply: In the experimental section of the revised manuscript “chitosan” replaced with “CHIT” (Page 2). The full name and abbreviation of the materials are mentioned in the abstract section of the revised manuscript.
4- Centrifuging instrument, vacuum oven and ultrasonicator are not mentioned in the instruments section.

Reply: " The suspended samples were separated by using a centrifugation apparatus (Hettich, universal 320). The prepared samples were dried using a vacuum oven (Shimaz, Unb 400). An ultrasonic apparatus (CT chromtech, Uc-5150b) was used for sonication. " mentioned in the instruments section of the revised manuscript (Page 3).
5- There are few grammatical errors throughout the manuscript. Please clarify it before uploading the revised manuscript.

Reply: The grammatical errors were thoroughly revised and the corrections were highlighted in yellow.
6- The major bands in the FTIR spectra of MEF are not marked. It will be better to do so for the easy identification of bands as that of other spectra.

Reply: It was done in the revised manuscript (Fig. 3B, Page 8).
7- The first step degradation of LDH-MEF in the TGA says that it starts from 40oC. It is very difficult to make out from the thermogram. This can be rewritten since the heating of the sample is started from the room temperature. It finds difficulty to find out the next two degradation stages as well. The authors have to go for a clear explanation to the thermogram considering the literature too.

Reply: It was rewritten in the revised manuscript " a weight loss from 25 °C (room temperature) up to 175 °C, which corresponds to the…. "(page 8).
Figures 4B and 4C were magnified to find easy the weight loss stages in the thermogram.
For a clear explanation to the thermogram, the references "28, 29, 30, 22" were cited in the Thermal analysis section of the revised manuscript.
8- Thermograms of CHIT and GUM must be explained before going to the discussion of synthesized product.

Reply: It was done in the revised manuscript (Page 8- paragraph 1).
9- It will be better if the FESEM images are compared with the individual FESEM images of CHIT, GUM and MEF.

Reply: The suggestion was performed and the mentioned parts were highlighted in yellow in the revised manuscript.
10- The author says that the particle size has been increased in the second FESEM image. But there is no evidence given to support the statement. The section has to be rewritten with the inclusion of more FESEM images and also the size of the particles should be measured. EDS analysis can be included to support the elemental analysis which can confirm the incorporation of MEF to the system.
Reply: This section was rewritten and FESEM images (Fig. 5D2, E2) were added for the measurement of particle size in the revised manuscript. 
The EDS analysis (Fig. 5F, G) was performed and the mentioned parts were highlighted in yellow in the revised manuscript.
11- Adsorption isotherm models have been given and the adsorption parameters also calculated. Only regression coefficient is taken as the standard to prove that the system fits with Langmuir model. There is no explanation to the parameters mentioned in the table 1 such as qmax, KL and RL. This section has to be rewritten with the support of literature to add quality to the manuscript.

Reply: This section was rewritten and the references "34, 35" were cited in the Adsorption isotherms section of the revised manuscript.
12- How the authors performed drug release study. The apparatus and the conditions have to be mentioned in detail. The drug adsorption kinetics is included as supporting information, but there is no discussion on release kinetics. It would have been better if that can be included.

Reply: The apparatus and the conditions of drug release study are mentioned in  "In vitro release of MEF " section of SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL (page 6-S).

The release kinetics section was mentioned in the revised manuscript (page 16-17).
13- There are several technical and grammatical errors in the manuscript as mentioned earlier. All these have to be addressed before uploading the revised version of the same.

Reply: The technical and grammatical errors were thoroughly revised and the corrections were highlighted in yellow.
Reviewer B:

1- The authors labeled the sample based on LDH-MEF/GUM covered with chitosan as LDH-MEF/GUM@CHI. It would be desirable to correct the designation (use / instead @).

Reply: It was done and the corrections were highlighted in yellow.
2- The Figure 5A and B (page 10, line 229) show the FESEM image of LDH-Cl and LDH-MEF/GUM@CHIT and were used for evaluation the morphology of the samples. The authors concluded that the particle size of LDH-MEF/GUM@CHIT was increased in comparison with the LDH-Cl. It would be desirable to show the FESEM images with same magnification in order to precisely compare particle size of the samples.

Reply: This section was rewritten and FESEM images with the same magnification (Fig. 5D2, E2) were added for the measurement of particle size in the revised manuscript. 

