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Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
The authors of the publication undertook the effort of simultaneous determination of three 
components of an antidiabetic drug by the spectrophotometric method. The methodology is 
precisely presented and the results are described and presented in the pictures and tables. 
Validation is carried out according to the compulsory rules. However, this is a completely new 
method of determining, and I think the values of a limit of detection (LOD) and limit of 
quantification (LOQ) should be also given.  In my opinion, in tables,  should be used generally 
accepted expressions such as  intra- and inter-day precision instead of „day-to-day” and so 
on.  Moreover, there is no value of intra-day precision. It should be if validation is supposed to 
be completed.  
However, I do not feel that I am the right person to evaluate the English level of the written 
publication. 
After minor changes, I recommend the work for printing. 
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