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easy-to-swallow
N their own words “| wish all
tablets were
slipperiness, smoothness, like this”

stickiness and palatability. “Yuk!”

— \/ VAS scale

Easy to swallow Difficult to swallow
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FiNdings
- L Uncoated :
The participants were able to distinguish ":;;)e Conclusions

Coating 1

all tested tablets, and rank them from 280
best to worst. (Chart 1) Coating 3 <

22%

Visual Analogue Scale was
Chart 1. Percent of participants very easy to use and practical

The most preferred sample (Coating 1) was Coating2  Wwho rated sample as the best to rate tablet features
. . 26%
described as very slippery, smooth and not : Rank

sticky. This reflects a desired profile of the Coatings improved swallowablity
tablet. (Chart 2) R AN and acceptability of tablets

Stickiness and dissolving had
Prlstabily \ N S negative impact on tablet
palatability

The perception of medicines depends on
age and gender. Females and young people
tend to be more sensitive to detection of the Stipperiness

Coatingl -——Coating2 =-——Coating3 =-—Uncoated

differences between tablet coatings.

Chart 2. Median VAS scores of each sample



