

Review Form 3
	

	Book Name:
	Pharmaceutical Science: New Insights and Developments

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_5533

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Orotransmucosal Drug Delivery: A Potential Route to Treat Oral Mucosa Disease

	Type of the Article
	Book Chapter






Special note:

A research paper already published in a journal can be published as a Book Chapter in an expanded form with proper copyright approval. 
 (
Source Article: 
This chapter is an extended version of the article published by the same author(s) in the following journal. 
Journal of Pharmaceutical Research International
, 
36
(
12
): 
32-53
, 
2024
.
DOI: 10.9734/
jpri
/2024/v36i127627
)



	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	Yes, the manuscript is important for the scientific community. This drug delivery system directly delivers the medicine to the disease site by avoiding the hepatic first pass metabolism. It lowers the risk of side effects compared to oral systemic medications and reduces dosing frequency. It is a painless and noninvasive method. Hence it improves the public health outcomes in compliance, safe, accessible and effective way.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	No, it suitable but can write more effective title, as it focus on different approaches for orotransmucosal drug delivery system.  In manuscript, it discussed about fentanyl citrate mechanism was examined, but title seems that it like review paper.

	

	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.

	No.
The conclusion given in the abstract and conclusion stated under conclusion section of manuscript seem to lack of correlation. Authors are suggested to make proper correlation based on study findings.
Abstract is not clear, expand and explore properly. Quick StripTM was created were written in manuscript, but author not mentioned how?
Key words are not relevant, mucosa and mucosae are similar, Mucoadhesion word were not noticed in abstract. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct but lacking the orotransmucosal drug delivery system is old topic only.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	NO, the references in manuscript are not recent.
Authors are suggested to provide and cite the more recent articles, mostly references old last 25 years.  Use uniform style of referencing.
	

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

	
Quality of English is good with proper grammar and authors are suggested to improve the writing with proper format.

	

	Optional/General comments

	· In the given manuscript in MS word, figure 1 is not cited at the figure number.
· Oral mucoadhesive and oromucosal these words are used simulatenously, which creates confusion to the authors.
· In 3.4, 4th line head and neck tolast paragraph (delayed), in this what author want to say about its applications.
· Figure 4 written as different area of drug absorption in human body, but actually the figure depicts the different delivery approaches through transmucosal area.
· Different spacing is given between the paragraphs.
· The figure 6 is not clear, words were not legible.
· Under 7 heading, in this fentanyl citrate lozengens were used, but authors not explained how they were prepared or they were procured from market.
· How Dissolution is carried out, with which medium.  Any in vitro models were used.
· Mathematical model of transport details were not mentioned in paper.
· Practically, didn’t performed any studies, if so clearly mention.
· For simulation,  a dosage of 200 mg was utilized it is mentioned, but author fail to mention the drug or any formulation utilized. 
· The heading under 8. Change it, types of orotransmucosal drug delivery system already discussed.so not necessary to specify the same heading.
· Table 2 heading is repeated for 3 times in different pages, no need to repeat the heading again and again.
· 9 heading showng the appications, but under this author explained about paediatric formulation and several barriers. Author once go through it and check.
· Figure 8 should specify the barriers to overcome orotransmucosal drug delivery for paediatric use, author suggested to check and read the related content and change the figure heading. 
· Under 9 heading, simply enlisted the names of the disease but not mentioned applications of orotransmucoasl DDS in that diseases.
· Table 3 is repeated for thrice/ fourth times. No need to write these many times. One heading is sufficient and continue same in next page also.
· The content text under heading 12, were written in bullet points instead of paragraphs and bullets were not mentioned in any part of text.
· Under 13 heading, the first line  about mouth washes and tooth paste, whether these were considereds as orotransmucosal drug delivery system
· In Figure 9, author was suggested to mention design what they have used.
· The words in vitro and in vivo throughout the text should always should write in italic form.
· Figure 10, author was suggested to explain in brief regarding the % expansion of various dosage forms in chronological order. 
· In conclusion, the content is not clear and no mentioned the rationale for Orotransmucosal drugdelievry system its adavantages and disavantages and their potential use. Authors were suggested to clearly write this content and justify the conclusion part.
· No proper spacing, more space between the paragraphs.
At the end, definitions were written, is it required and I think not necessary.
	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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