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Microcrystalline celluloses (MCC), i.e., Avicel® PH102,
Microcel” MC102, Vivapur® 102 and microcrystalline cellulose

M102 were studied for their physical properties and direct
compression properties. Angle of repose, %ocompressibility and
flow rate were evaluated as indicators for flowability and
Avicel® PH102 was found to exhibit the best flow. Scanning

electron photomicrographs showed that MCC consisted of
agglomerated fibers. Regardless of MCC used, tablet hardness
decreased with the increased lubricant concentration.
Compressibility study indicated that Avicel” PH102 tablets had

the highest hardness whereas microcrystalline cellulose M102
tablets had the lowest hardness. Dilution potential study using
ascorbic acid as a model drug revealed that all of them had
comparable properties, judged by hardness and friability values
in the range of drug concentration and compression force tested.
Dissolution of propranolol (PPNL) and hydrochlorothiazide
(HCTZ), representing water soluble and poorly water soluble
drugs, respectively, were also studied. PPNL in Avicel” PH102,

microcrystalline cellulose M102 and Vivapur® 102 tablets was

released more than 95% at 10 minute, while 65% of PPNL was
released form Microcel® MC102 at the same time. For HCTZ

tablets, the order of filler in decreasing dissolution values at 60



A

minute was Avicel® PH102, Vivapur®102, Microcel®° MC102 and

microcrystalline cellulose M102, 1.e., 99%, 56%, 43% and 35%,
respectively. The results indicated that all these fillers were
microcrystalline cellulose of direct compression grade but they
did not perform equivalently.





