Review Form (Research)

	Book Name:
	Pharmaceutical Science: New Insights and Developments

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7580

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Development and Validation of a Stability-Indicating LC Method for Simultaneous Determination of Bilastine and Montelukast in Pharmaceutical Formulations

	Type of the Article
	Research Article


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. 

International Journal of Applied Pharmaceutics, 13(6), 210–215, 2021.

DOI: https://doi.org/10.22159/ijap.2021v13i6.41915 


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.
	1. Because it provides a ‘validated’ stability-indicating RP-HPLC method for a commonly used combination of drugs, which is essential in drug development and regulation.
2. The method demonstrated is quick and robust
	


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
	Yes, but please write LC as Liquid Chromatography and not just as LC. It will be better for the reader to understand.
Scale: 3
	

	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
	Yes. Again, please write RP-HPLC as reverse-phase high-performance liquid chromatography the first time it is being mentioned. Subsequently, you can use the acronym. Write the objective like this “A stability-indicating reverse-phase high-performance liquid chromatography (RP-HPLC) method was developed for the simultaneous estimation of bilastine (BLS) and montelukast (MTL) in tablet dosage forms”
Scale: 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	“falls in the piperidine group (not grouping)”
In Results—BLS and MTL degradation—“The corresponding BLS and MTL degraded chromatograms are shown in fig. 4” (not shown off in fig. 4)
Scale: 5
	

	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
	Yes 
Scale: 5
	

	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
	Yes
Scale: 4
	

	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
	Yes 
Scale: 5
	

	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
	Yes 
Scale: 5
	

	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
	Yes 
Scale: 5
	

	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
	Yes 
Scale: 4
	

	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
	Yes 
Scale: 5
	

	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
	No 
	

	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
	Yes, but please try to include atleast 3-4 references from the previous 5 years as it adds weightage to the article. 
Scale: 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
	Yes 
Scale: 3
	


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.
	Development and Validation of a Stability-Indicating Liquid Chromatography Method for Simultaneous Determination of Bilastine and Montelukast in Pharmaceutical Formulations
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
Change objective as follows: A stability-indicating reverse-phase high-performance liquid chromatography (RP-HPLC) method was developed for the simultaneous estimation of bilastine (BLS) and montelukast (MTL) in tablet dosage forms.

Change conclusion as follows: The proposed stability-indicating RP-HPLC method is simple, sensitive, precise, accurate, specific, and robust. It is suitable for routine analysis of bilastine and montelukast in combined tablet formulations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Sufficient but not very recent. Please try to include references from last 5 years 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No 
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