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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 is quite relevant because it provides a validated HPLC method for analyzing Cinchocaine HCl in ointment formulations, which is essential for quality control and routine pharmaceutical testing. The research offers a simple, accurate, and efficient approach that could benefit both regulatory bodies and the pharmaceutical industry. Given how important local anesthetics are in medicine, this work adds value by ensuring their quality and consistency.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title works well


	

	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 does a good job summarizing the study, but adding a bit more about the method validation results (like LOD, LOQ, or recovery percentages) would make it even stronger. For example, instead of just mentioning that the retention time is 2.9 minutes, a quick mention of the method’s precision and sensitivity would make the takeaways clearer.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study follows a solid scientific approach, and the methodology is well-structured. However, when the market samples showed lower-than-expected Cinchocaine concentrations, it wasn’t fully explored why this might have happened. Were there issues with degradation, formulation differences, or storage conditions? Addressing this in the discussion would strengthen the paper.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and fairly up-to-date, but a few in the discussion (17–25) don’t seem properly cited within the text. Making sure all references are clearly linked to their statements will help. It might also be useful to include more recent studies on HPLC-based quantification of local anesthetics, if available.
	

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


	The English is generally clear, but there are some small grammar
	

	Optional/General comments


	The mobile phase selection (50:50 phosphate buffer-acetonitrile) isn’t fully justified—why was this ratio chosen?

The UV detection at 250 nm is a bit curious since 247 nm was used for UV analysis—was there a specific reason for this?

It would be nice to briefly mention how robust the method is and whether it could be applied to other formulations.
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	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)
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