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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The authors evaluated A new hydrophilic cellulose matrix (I-hydrocel) as a tablet 
disintegrant in paracetamol tablet formulation in comparison with maize starch (MS).I think 
it is not a sounding point and the manuscript is poorly written and not well organized, in 
addition it has various drawbacks as follows: 
1. The introduction is poorly written. 
2. Also, the methods lack technical points. where, the authors in line 86, only write the ref. 
without any details of the process. 
3.In line 95 what is the conc. of the slurry of gelatin?  
4. In line 97,the authors stated that, each drying process was carried out in an oven at 
60

0
C without mentioning the drying process was carried out for what period?. Is 

paracetamol is stable at 60
0
C? 

5. In line 97, the authors stated that, the granules are stored and did not mention the 
condition of storage? 
6. Through the determination of granule characteristics or evaluation of tablets, the authors 
mentioned only the name of the methods used without any details. 
7. In line 152, the authors said that, statistical analysis was performed, however they did 
not mention these data in results and discussion part. Sufficient and appropriate statistical 
analyses should be carried out. 
8. Moreover, in results and discussion part: 
 a. Data are not  well controlled and not robust .  
b. Authors should not provide relevant and current references during discussion, it is poorly 
written.  
9. Conclusion is loose. 

1. The introduction have been improved. 
2. The details have been added. 
3. Gelatin acted as a binder in the formulation. The amount of a binder in a 
formula could be added either in % weight/volume (% w/v) or % weight/weight 
(%w/w). The former is added in a slurry form and here, one can talk about the 
concentration of gelatin. In the later, the binder is blended with the other 
powders and the binding activity is activated by moistening the powder blend 
and here, the concentration of gelatin is as in the formula, 3.50 % w/w. The 
term slurry, may not arise here. 
4. The period of drying has been included in the write up. Paracetamol is 
thermostable.  
5. The condition of the storage of the granules has been documented. 
6. The necessary details have been added. 
7. Statistical analysis involved the computation of mean, standard deviation or 
one way anova to obtain P- values. These are shown in the appropriate 
places in the manuscript based on the format of the Journal. 
8. Issues raised have been reviewed. 
9. The conclusion has been improved. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

In general the manuscript is not well organized, not clearly presented and structured, the 
authors did not provide sufficient references in discussion, English is not satisfactory.  
The reviewer suggests that, the authors should perform read-through before finalizing the 
manuscript, check for similar subjects and try to link their work to this field. 
 
Finally, The whole manuscripit should be improved to great extent. 
 

 

 
 


