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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.
	QbD is not a new idea; despite this, it is frequently underutilized in practice. This work provides critically needed literature examples of QbD to guide its utilization.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, I would update for grammar to “A Quality by Design Scientific Approach to Development and Validation of a Laser-Based Analytical
Method for Particle Size Distribution of Dapagliflozin Propanediol””
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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.
	I suggest updating the first sentence to “Particle size, shape, and distribution of the active pharmaceutical ingredient (API) may significantly influence the physicochemical and biopharmaceutical performance of dosage forms.”
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The general concepts of the paper are mostly accurate. However, there is some misalignment with the language used in the paper compared to ICH. For example, Dv10, Dv50,Dv50 are referred to as CQAs. This is not exactly correct. Dv10, Dv50, and Dv90s may be critical formulation attributes or critical material attributes that influence a critical quality attribute, such as blend uniformity (given that Dapagliflozin is orally delivered). Though this is highly dependent on the drug product itself, as Validation is always tied to the intended use. I believe the holistic concept of QbD is being missed in this work due to the incorrect usage of language. The analytical method will have critical method parameters that influence the method's accuracy, repeatability, etc. I would frame the language differently.
It is not clear what the scientific rationale isfor the descriptive statistics in Table 8. It appears the authors took the average and SD across different experiment settings. For example, the Mean value of 3.65 is the average of the three data points for Dv10 at stir speeds of 2000RPM,2500RPM,3000RPM. At first I thought the rationale was assessment of the effect of stir speed on the CMA, Dv10,50,and 90 but the text concludes that “a stirrer speed of 3000 rpm was selected as optimal to ensure uniform sample circulation, effective dispersion, and reproducible particle size measurements.” It is unclear how the data from Table 8 concludes this. In addition, there are no repetitions of measurements of the samples' experimental setting. Similar comments for Table 10
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
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	[bookmark: Is_the_language/English_quality_of_the_a]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
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	Stir Time appears inappropriately labeled on Figure 2, making it difficult to interpret.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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