Point-by-point responses to the reviewer’s comments on the manuscript 
AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE EFFECTS OF EXCIPIENTS ON THE CRITICAL QUALITY ATTRIBUTES OF A DRY HERBAL EXTRACT CONTAINING CAPSULE by Grujic et al.
We would like to thank the Editor and the reviewers for careful review of our manuscript and providing of suggestions to improve its quality. All revisions where text has been modified have been colored. Corrections and insertions of new text are marked with yellow and deletions are in red. 

We appreciate the constructive feedback and the following response has been prepared to address the reviewers’ suggestions. 
Reviewer A:

The authors use the terms critical quality attributes, critical material attributes and critical process parameters almost interchangeably, while they represent very different things. They are not synonyms, and need to be identified by separate approaches, and subsequently evaluated in order to discern their potential functional relationship.

Therefore, I suggest these terms are omitted entirely. Instead, the authors could use constructions as 'selected quality characteristics' or something similar.
We are very gratefull for this suggestion bearing in mind that, maybe, we did not use the terms or constructions properly and precisely. According to the reviewer’s suggestion, we used construction 'selected quality characteristics' throughout the manuscript.
-Terminology regarding the names of extracts and their active constituents should be carefully revised by an expert in the field of Pharmacognosy.
We carefully checked the names of extracts and their constituents using appropriate EU herbal monographs and we made some corrections in the text. 
-Although I understand that exact formulation compositions cannot be revealed, the manuscript would benefit if at least frame formulations are given.

We provided table 2b with formulation for both product.
-English language and writing style should be revised.
We agree that the errors in English language and writing mistakes should be corrected and we have put effort to improve the overall quality of the revised paper by performing detailed check of the entire manuscript.
In my opinion, this manuscript should be published after minor revision without additional review

We thank the Reviewer for taking the time to share her/his expertise in the evaluation of our manuscript and for providing the positive recommendations.
Reviewer B:
Does this paper require addition of any kind?: 


Yes

If Yes, which part of the paper must be more precisely defined?: 


Results and discussion

We thank reviewer for this comment and we apologize if our explanation of results was not clear enough previously. Thus, we add new results in table 2b and make discussion section more precise. 
Some statistics should be given and how many measurements were done.

Regarding particle size, we described already in Methods section that “the measurements were carried out at least 3 times for each sample. The average and the median particle size of all samples were measured using…’

Also, regarding flowability, “The measurement was carried out 5 times for each sample.”
Also, we inserted RSD values from raw data in tables 1. and 2a.
In my opinion, this manuscript should be published after minor correction by the author(s)

We also thank this reviewer for providing the positive recommendations.
