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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.

	The present manuscript offers significant value to the scientific and pharmaceutical analytical community. It provides a rapid, reliable, and cost-effective HPLC method for the estimation of Cefdinir using Tinidazole as an internal standard, addressing the need for simpler and more reproducible analytical procedures in quality-control laboratories. By demonstrating strong validation outcomes in accordance with ICH guidelines, the study enhances confidence in routine drug analysis and supports standardization across industrial and academic settings. The method’s successful application to commercial formulations further underscores its practical relevance and potential to improve accuracy and efficiency in pharmaceutical testing workflows.
	

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

	
Yes
	

	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 generally clear and provides a good overview of the analytical method developed; however, it can be made more comprehensive and structured. I suggest including a brief statement on the purpose of the study to emphasize why this work is important. Additionally, summarizing key validation parameters would strengthen the abstract by giving readers a quick quantitative impression of the method’s reliability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references cited in the manuscript are not sufficiently recent, and several of them appear outdated, considering the rapid advancements in analytical method development. Additionally, the reference formatting does not fully follow standard journal guidelines and must be corrected for consistency.
	

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

	
Yes



	

	Optional/General comments

	

1. Improve language and check grammatical errors in the whole manuscript.
1. The abstract is generally clear, but it can be made more concise by removing redundant phrases and presenting results with more quantitative details.
1. The abstract indicates that the method was validated for precision, linearity, accuracy, ruggedness, and robustness. However, it lacks numerical validation results. Including key findings such as %RSD values, recovery (%), or linearity (R²) would strengthen the abstract.
1. The introduction contains informal phrases such as “we were very much successful” and “sincere efforts were made.” These should be replaced with objective scientific statements to maintain a professional tone.
1. While the introduction mentions that “several methods are available,” it would help to explicitly state what limitations exist in these methods (e.g., long run time, poor resolution, complex mobile phases) and how the proposed method overcomes them.
1. Sentences like “We are contributing to the field for quite a few years” and “results were quite interesting” are subjective and not essential to the introduction. Consider focusing more on scientific context rather than personal research history.
1. The pharmacological description of Cefdinir is comprehensive, but a brief summary of why rapid estimation is important would better connect the background to the analytical objective.
1. The statement that developing a fast method is “highly challenging” would benefit from supporting references that describe issues such as Cefdinir’s sensitivity, degradation, or chromatographic behavior.
1. The Materials and Methods section is comprehensive but overly descriptive in some places. Several procedural steps (e.g., preparation of linearity solutions, optimization trials) can be shortened to avoid excessive detail that may distract from essential information. Consider summarizing dilution calculations in a table instead of long text.
1. Although Tinidazole is used as an internal standard, the rationale for selecting this compound is not adequately explained. A brief justification chemical similarity, stability, retention behavior, or compatibility with the mobile phase would strengthen the methodology.
1. For HPLC analysis, certain parameters such as column temperature control, pressure range, and autosampler settings (if any) are not mentioned. While some conditions are provided, complete chromatographic settings would improve reproducibility for other researchers.
1. The validation section describes the procedures but does not state the ICH acceptance limits for each parameter (e.g., linearity r > 0.999, recovery 98-102%, RSD < 2%). Including acceptance criteria and a summary of compliance would demonstrate methodological robustness.
1. The Results and Discussion section is generally well structured, but some explanations would benefit from greater clarity—particularly the justification for using Tinidazole as the internal standard. A brief rationale or comparison with alternative standards would strengthen the scientific argument.
1. Specificity results are clearly presented, but the authors are encouraged to include overlaid chromatograms to better demonstrate the absence of interference from excipients and improved peak resolution between Cefdinir and Tinidazole.
1. Linearity data appear satisfactory, although the manuscript should include the regression equations with slope and intercept, as these are essential for method validation reporting according to ICH guidelines.
1. Accuracy values are acceptable, but the recovery at the 50% and 150% levels is slightly higher than expected. The authors may comment briefly on the possible reasons for elevated recovery at low and high concentrations.
1. Robustness and ruggedness studies are appropriately performed, but the manuscript would benefit from a more explicit description of the deliberate variations applied.
1. The conclusion is concise, but somewhat repetitive, using multiple adjectives without quantitative support. It would be stronger if the key validated performance indicators were briefly referenced.
1. The statement “partly validated” is vague and may raise concerns regarding compliance with ICH guidelines. The authors should specify which validation parameters were covered and clarify whether the remaining parameters are outside the study scope.
1. The conclusion would benefit from a more critical assessment, highlighting any limitations of the method and potential areas for future work.
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	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? 

	No
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