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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.
	
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

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

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	N/A
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	N/A
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

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

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

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

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

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

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

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

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

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

N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	14. 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
	N/A
	


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.
	N/A
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	N/A
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The chapter is comprehensive, well organized, and scientifically relevant. However, several improvements are needed before publication.

Major Comments

1.  The chapter is primarily descriptive. The authors should clearly explain what new insights this review provides compared with previously published reviews on floating drug delivery systems.

2. Critical analysis is limited. The manuscript summarizes the literature but lacks critical discussion of the strengths, weaknesses, and current limitations of effervescent versus non-effervescent systems.

3. Update the references. Include more recent publications (2023–2026) to reflect current advances in gastro-retentive drug delivery, AI-assisted formulation development, 3D printing, and nanotechnology-based floating systems.

4. Add marketed formulations. A table summarizing marketed FDDS products, active ingredients, manufacturers, dosage forms, and clinical applications would significantly enhance the practical value of the chapter.

5. Expand regulatory aspects. The section on regulatory considerations should discuss FDA/EMA expectations, dissolution requirements, in vitro–in vivo correlation (IVIVC), and quality requirements for controlled-release floating formulations.

Minor Comments

1. Correct minor grammatical and typographical errors throughout the manuscript.

2. Ensure consistent use of abbreviations (e.g., HPMC, GRDDS, FDDS) throughout the text. 

3. Check all citations to ensure every statement is appropriately referenced.

4. Avoid repetition of information, particularly regarding drug-release mechanisms and advantages/disadvantages of the two systems.

5. Standardize table formatting and ensure uniform font size, spacing, and alignment.

6. Verify that all references follow the journal’s required citation style.

Strengths of the Manuscript

· Well-structured with logical organization.

· Comprehensive coverage of floating drug delivery systems.

· Clear comparison between effervescent and non-effervescent formulations.

· Inclusion of formulation strategies, characterization techniques, and future perspectives.

Useful tables summarizing formulation characteristics and drug-release models.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	N/A
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	N/A
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