




















Dissolution profiles of batches F2-F6 were ‘also compared with the dissolution profile of a
marketed formulation, ard the value of similarity factors was found to be 13.0, 25.0, 51.5, 67.78,
and 60.89, respectively. Hence, the best value was obtained with the formulation F5. It is evident
from the data that, as the concentration of Methcel K100M increases, the value of similarity
factor (f3) also increases, but further increase in the concentration of the high viscosity polymer
causes a decrease in the similarity factor, as obtained in case of formulation F6.

Further, various test batches were also compared with the marketed formulation for the time
taken by the formulation to release the loading dose, as well as, the time taken for the drug
concentration in the formulation to reduce to its half. The two time points were designated as tps
and tso respectively (Table 5). The time taken by the formulation to release the loading dose has
been taken as the time required for the drug concentration to reduce by 25%. The results have
been reported in the table given below. It is clear from the data obtained, that the results of
formulation F5 are closest to that of the marketed formulation (Figure 5).

Table 5. Comparison of t,5 and tso for various
formulations with the marketed product

Formulation ty5 (min) tso (min)
Fl 2500 | 7212

F2 3834 90.00

F3 47.56 138.10

F4 55.12 180.00

F5 60.50 198.10

. Fé 70.15 220.45

Marketed 62.10 203.30
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Figure 5. Comparison of in vitro release b/w optimum formulation (F5) and marketed formulation

Conclusion

From the present study, it was concluded that the formulation F5 (containing 160 mg of
Methocel K100M and 40 mg of Methocel E50) was the optimum formulation amongst all the
test batches. It exhibited satisfactory pre-compression properties, as well as, showed satisfactory
dissolution profile as a sustained release formulation. Not only this, the formulation was also
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found to possess appropriate floating characteristics, as revealed in the in vifro buoyancy studies.
Moreover, the dissolution profile of the optimized formulation showed similarity to the marketed
formulation. Therefore, it may be concluded from the investigation that a combination of
Methocel K100M and Methocel E50 in the ratio of 4:1 may be satisfactorily used in the
formulation of floating drug delivery system for a freely soluble drug such as metformin.
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