
1. Submitted to the journal “Journal of Research in Pharmacy” (14 September 2022) 

2. First revision: Accepted with major revision (25 Februari 2023) 

3. Revised version received (19 Maret 2023) 

- Revisions and Amends 

- Revised version with highlights 

4. Second revision: Minor revision (15 April 2023) 

5. Second revision submitted (28 April 2023) 

6. Paper accepted (28 April 2023) 

7. Paper published (01 September 2023) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Submitted to the journal “Journal of Research in Pharmacy” (14 September 2022) 

  



 

 

First revision: Accepted with major revision (25 Februari 2023) 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  



Revised version received (19 Maret 2023) 

 

 



 



 



 

 



 



 

 

 

 



RESPONSE TO REVIEWERS 

OF THE JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN PHARMACY 

 

MANUSCRIPT ID: MPJ-10715 

 

Reviewer: 1 

 

Comments to the Author 

Work is presented well. Few changes are suggested as given in track changes. 

 

Response: 

Thank you for your correction suggestion. We apologized for the mistakes in our writing. We have 

enhanced the writing and added the reasons for selecting cetirizine HCl and the advantages of 

establishing the ODF formula as an alternative method of delivering cetirizine HCl. The bibliography 

has been rewritten and a DOI hyperlink has been included. 

 

 

Reviewer: 2 

The manuscript entitled "Characterization of modified sorghum starch and its use as a film-

forming in orally dissolving film formulation with glycerol as a plasticizer" was about an oral 

dissolving film formulation that contains a modified sorghum starch. Authors modified 

sorghum starch to eliminate its undesired properties (such as stickiness and brittleness) and 

used it as a pharmaceutical excipient. There are serious inconsistencies between Tables 4-5, 

the abstract, and the conclusion sections in the manuscript. These inconsistencies cause 

confusion and must be corrected. In addition, the quality of the figures should be improved. 

Particularly, it is hard to read the numbers in Figures 1 and 2. There are also several misspelled 

words and grammar errors. In conclusion, I believe the manuscript may only be suitable for 

publication after a revision. Details are specified in the word document. 

 

Response: 

Thank you for your improvement suggestion. We apologise for the mistakes in our writing. We have 

reviewed and updated the results stated in the abstract, conclusions, and tables 4 and 5. The resolution 

of figures 1-3 has been enhanced. We have corrected and rechecked for writing and grammar issues 

utilising a language editing service. 

 



 

Reviewer: 3 

My comments and corrections have been made on the attached file 

 

Response: 

Please accept our apologies for our writing errors and thank you for your improvement 

recommendations. The required amount of material has been incorporated into the methodology. The 

reason there are four identical formulas is because, according to the CCD model, it takes five to six 

repetitions of concentration to estimate the test error, and we have included this to the methodology 

section (4.3). The writing of the library has been enhanced, and a DOI hyperlink has been included. The 

image resolution has been enhanced. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 

 



Second revision: Minor revision (15 April 2023) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 



 



 



 



 
 

 

 

 



Second revision submitted (28 April 2023) 

RESPONSE TO REVIEWERS 

OF THE JOURNAL OF RESEARCH IN PHARMACY 

 

MANUSCRIPT ID: MPJ-10715 

 

Reviewer: 1 

 

Comments to the Author 

Thank you for your all corrections. I have just fixed a few punctuation marks. 

I think it is appropriate to publish it as it is. Please find the attached file. 

 

Response: 

Thanks for the guidance and suggestions. We rewrote the paragraph because we were unable to include 

citations in its sentences. 

 

Reviewer: 2 

The revised manuscript is much better than the original one. One typo I can see after the 

revision is some decimal points written with a comma (,) instead of a period (.) in the 

conclusion section. I have no further queries or comments for the authors. I believe the 

manuscript is now suitable for publication after the correction stated above. 

 

Response: 

Thanks for the guidance and suggestions. We have fixed the typing mistake 
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