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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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.
	This manuscript presents the development and validation of a stability-indicating RP-HPLC method for the simultaneous estimation of Bilastine and Montelukast in pharmaceutical formulations. The study is relevant as combination therapies involving antihistamines and leukotriene receptor antagonists are widely used in allergic and asthmatic conditions, necessitating reliable analytical methods. The proposed method appears simple, rapid, and cost-effective, making it potentially useful for routine quality control in pharmaceutical industries. Furthermore, the inclusion of forced degradation studies enhances its applicability as a stability-indicating method, contributing to regulatory and analytical sciences.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but can be improved.

Suggestion:
“Validated Stability-Indicating RP-HPLC Method for Simultaneous Quantification of Bilastine and Montelukast in Tablet Dosage Form”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestions:
· Include clear objective statement 

· Add specific validation parameters (linearity, precision, robustness) 

· Remove grammatical errors 

· Clearly mention novelty 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor concerns)
Suggestions:
· Improve explanation of degradation pathways 

· Clarify chromatographic optimization steps 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestions:
· Include recent (last 5 years) RP-HPLC and stability-indicating method papers 

· Add references related to combination drug analysis 

· Reduce reliance on older foundational literature


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
	


PART  3: 
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	Major Comments

Language and grammar throughout the manuscript need professional editing.

The manuscript lacks strong literature comparison.

Discussion section is descriptive rather than analytical.

No clear limitations section is included.

Figures (chromatograms) need better resolution and labeling.
Minor Comments

Correct typographical errors (e.g., “stability implying” → “stability indicating”).

Maintain uniform formatting of units (µg/mL, mL/min, etc.).

Improve table presentation (alignment and readability).

Provide system suitability acceptance criteria explicitly.

Add LOD/LOQ calculation formulas.
•
Scientifically sound work 

•
Methodology is acceptable 

•
However, language quality, literature update, and discussion depth require significant improvement
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