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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript addresses an important pharmaceutical challenge: improving the solubility, dissolution, and bioavailability of Lornoxicam, a BCS class II drug with poor aqueous solubility. The use of Soluplus® as a carrier and sodium bicarbonate as a pH modifier provides a rational approach for developing immediate-release tablets. The study contributes to the field of solid dispersion technology, demonstrating both in vitro and in vivo benefits. The findings are valuable for researchers working on solubility enhancement strategies and can serve as a basis for future clinical translation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, concise, and reflects the main focus of the work.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	a) The abstract is informative, but it could be improved by  earlier Lornoxicam formulations.

b) Include fold enhancement in solubility (e.g., 2–3 times) and percentage improvement in AUC relative to marketed product.

c) Clarify that only a small animal study (rats, n=3 per group) was conducted, as this limits generalizability.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically sound. The experimental design, use of Central Composite Design (CCD), and characterization techniques are appropriate.

A few issues need attention:

a) Regression equations in the RSM section should be carefully verified, as some negative coefficients appear inconsistent with observed trends.

b) DSC results report “682.32% relative crystallinity,” which seems incorrect, likely a typographical or calculation error.

c) Pharmacokinetic study sample size (n=3) is very small; statistical significance testing versus the marketed product is missing.

d) Dissolution testing only in a pH 6.8 buffer is insufficient for a drug with strong pH-dependent solubility. Testing in an acidic medium would strengthen the findings.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally sufficient and include recent works (2022–2025).

Some in-text citations are not formatted correctly (e.g., “14. demonstrated that…”). These must be revised to follow the Vancouver style.

Suggest adding recent reviews on amorphous solid dispersions and pH-modulated formulations (2023–2024) to strengthen the background.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript is understandable, but editing is required to improve fluency and grammar.

Some sentences are awkward or repetitive (e.g., “improving the wettability and amorphization of poorly soluble medicines”).

Ensure consistent use of abbreviations (e.g., ASD, IR, API) and define them at first mention only.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures need higher resolution and clear axis labels. Dissolution graph should clearly display time vs % drug release.

Table 1: Pre-compression data shows unusually high SD in some parameters; authors should recheck calculations.

Table 3: MRT values are presented incorrectly (“6.46±17”); please correct.

The stability study is limited to 30 days; while acceptable for preliminary data, this should be acknowledged as a limitation.

Proofreading is strongly recommended before resubmission.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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