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	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.
	The book chapter purports to provide a comprehensive and critical overview of contemporary metered-dose inhaler (MDI) technologies, including conventional pressurised MDIs, breath- actuated devices, and non-pressurised soft mist inhalers (SMIs). While this objective is ambitious and relevant, it is articulated in overly broad terms and lacks the specificity and
analytical depth required for academic rigour.
	

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

	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 book chapter purports to provide a comprehensive and critical overview of contemporary metered-dose inhaler (MDI) technologies, including conventional pressurised MDIs, breath- actuated devices, and non-pressurised soft mist inhalers (SMIs). While this objective is ambitious and relevant, it is articulated in overly broad terms and lacks the specificity and analytical depth required for academic rigour. Notably, the abstract does not present any discernible results, key findings, or critical insights, which undermines its effectiveness in
communicating the chapter’s scholarly contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The chapter’s structure also raises conceptual concerns. The section outlining future directions is presented under the scope and objectives, where it appears misplaced. From an academic standpoint, future research directions would be more appropriately positioned toward the conclusion, following a synthesis of the reviewed evidence and critical discussion. This structural misalignment detracts from the logical flow of the chapter.


In addition, the chapter does not sufficiently reflect recent advances in medical and pharmaceutical technology. Figure 1 relies on a source that is more than two decades old, rendering it outdated given the rapid evolution of inhalation technologies. Contemporary developments—such as digital inhalers, smart adherence-monitoring systems, environmentally sustainable propellants, and advances in aerosol engineering—are notably absent. The authors are encouraged to integrate more recent literature to ensure the chapter reflects the current state of the field.

A similar limitation applies to the classification presented in Figure 2, which is based on a 2005 study. While historical frameworks can provide useful context, exclusive reliance on older classifications without critical updating or comparison to newer models weakens the chapter’s relevance and scholarly credibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	A number of sections throughout the chapter suffer from insufficient or outdated referencing. For a book chapter of this nature, a more extensive engagement with the literature would be expected; typically, this would involve well over 30 high-quality, up-to-date academic
sources. The limited citation base contributes to the broader concern that the chapter does not meet the expected standards of academic rigour.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The paper can benefit from an external editor
	

	Optional/General comments
	
The chapter does not include a dedicated discussion of study limitations or practical and research recommendations. The absence of these elements restricts critical reflection and reduces the value of the chapter for researchers, practitioners, and policymakers. Although the topic is timely and important, the chapter requires substantial revision to enhance its academic rigour. This includes refining the aims, clarifying the study context, updating figures and classifications, strengthening citation practices, introducing a theoretical framework, and incorporating explicit limitations and recommendations.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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