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	PART  1: Comments


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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 study presents a new HPLC method for the rapid and reliable analysis of Cefdinir, a widely used antibiotic. The method's development using Tinidazole as an internal standard has the potential to increase the precision and consistency of results. While various methods for Cefdinir exist in the literature, the authors' goal was to develop a faster method that elutes Cefdinir in approximately 3 minutes. This rapid and user-friendly method offers a practical alternative for routine quality control analyses, saving valuable time and resources for analysts in the pharmaceutical industry and academic institutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title accurately reflects the content and scope of the article.
	

	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.

	The abstract is quite comprehensive. It specifies the basic parameters of the developed method (C18 column, mobile phase: buffer and methanol (80:20), pH 2.5, flow rate 1.8 mL/min, 290 nm UV detection) and the retention time of cefdinir (2.9 min). It also states that the method has been partially validated according to ICH guidelines and successfully applied to commercial dosage forms. My suggestion: Some of the accuracy results (104.61%, 99.02%, 104.77%) that were within the valid acceptance range could be briefly included at the end of the abstract to better demonstrate the strength of the method.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the article is scientifically accurate. All steps of the developed HPLC method (mobile phase optimization, pH, flow rate, detector wavelength selection) are systematically described. The method has been partially validated (Specificity, System Precision, Linearity, Accuracy, Robustness, Ruggedness), and the results are within the range of ICH guidelines (e.g., accuracy within 80-120%). The obtained data support the reliability and reproducibility of the method for the analysis of Cefdinir.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	References appear sufficient. Literature has been reviewed regarding both the use of Cefdinir and previous Cefdinir analysis methods (HPLC, UPLC, LCMS). References are also available to the authors' own previous work. The most recent references appear to date from 2012-2014. Given that this article is an extended book chapter and the original article was published in 2015, it would be beneficial to add one or two recent references for the most critical new Cefdinir analysis methods from 2015 to the present (if any).
	

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

	
The language and terminology are generally suitable for scientific communication. However, it may be more appropriate to seek professional support from a native speaker to check English fluency and grammatical structure.
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	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No, this is not a study involving human or animal subjects; it only involves the development and validation of a chemical analysis method. No ethical issues were identified.
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