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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 (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 is a good-quality manuscript with a significant analytical scientific contribution that develops and standardizes a UV spectroscopic method for the estimation of phenytoin sodium in the available marketed formulations. The adaptiveness of ICH Q2(R1) requirements makes the method standard in terms of validation parameters like simple, sensitive, precise, linear, accurate, robust, and reproducible. makes it particularly impactful. With some tightening of typos and grammar, the title, abstract, introduction, references, methods, results and discussion, and conclusion, this manuscript should be of good importance for the scientific community.

	

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

	Rephrase the title for clarity; I recommend: 
Development and validation of an analytical method for the marketed product of phenytoin sodium using UV spectrophotometry and stress degradation studies. 
Or this,
Phenytoin Sodium Analysis by UV Spectrophotometry and Stress Studies 


	

	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 section is well written but needs some background introduction, and the objectives need to be clearly stated and rephrased. The objectives need to be clearly stated.
I suggest: "The aim of the present work was to develop and validate the marketed product of phenytoin sodium using a UV spectrophotometer." The materials, methods, results, and conclusions were stated based on your findings, which is awesome.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically backed up, as it comes with a clear research question to develop and validate an analytical method for the marketed product of phenytoin sodium using UV spectrophotometry and stress degradation studies, which aim to bridge the gap of nonhazardous and less expensive techniques and solvents. And the conclusions, "According to the ICH Q2(R1) guideline, the present analytical method was validated, and it complies with specific acceptance criteria. It is concluded that the analytical method was simple, sensitive, precise, linear, accurate, robust, and reproducible." Clearly stating this analytical method in this manuscript has scientific reliability but needs major revision, as stated in the first comment above.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not recent enough but scientifically back up the study. Also, reference 10: the year of publication was 2009, not 2019. Here is the corrected citation "Safari J, Naeimi H, Ghanbari MM, Sabzi Fini O. (2009). Preparation of phenytoin derivatives under solvent-free conditions using microwave irradiation. Russ. J. Org. Chem. 45(3):477–479.".

	

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

	With some tightening of typos and grammar, the title, abstract, introduction, references, methods, results and discussion, and conclusion, this manuscript should be of good importance for the scientific community and suitable for scholarly communications.

	

	Optional/General comments

	Grammar 
 
Minor typo: "Phenytoin sodium is an non-sedative antiepileptic drug" instead of "Phenytoin sodium is a non-sedative antiepileptic drug." Apart from that, it is written in clear, communicative language. suitable for scholarly communication
 
This introduction "It’schemical structure is related to the barbiturates" instead of this "Its chemical structure is related to the barbiturates." ⁵⁻⁸ 
 
Here is revised grammar for the introduction paragraph 2:
 
"Various formulations of phenytoin sodium are available in the market, for example, Epcin-100, Phenyfine-100, Epilan-P, Hightin-100, Daxytoin-300 ER, Zotoin-100, Epsotoin, Fenicure-100, Elion-50, etc. Many other researchers have recommended a few UV spectroscopic methods for the estimation of phenytoin sodium in the available marketed formulations. But the suggested methods have their limitations, some of which require highly expensive and hazardous solvents in the procedure. Hence, the objective of our work was to develop and standardize a UV spectroscopic method for the estimation of phenytoin sodium in available marketed formulations." 
 
Conc. HCl should be written in full as "concentrated," from reagent and chemicals.
 
The 2.2 melting point section of materials and method is not clearly written; please revise it. 
 
For 2.4: correctly weighed instead of accurately weighed. Also try to revise this section for clarity, and what do you mean by "further standard solutions was used for dilutions." 
 
For 2.6.1, kindly revise: 
I suggest this: 
The selective method was established because phenytoin sodium had the highest absorbance at 216 nm, while 0.1 N NaOH, used as the solvent, did not demonstrate absorbance at this wavelength. Therefore, the method was determined to be specific.
 
For 2.6.2, kindly revise this sentence for clarity: "From the above solution pipette out 1ml and transferred into another volumetric flask (2nd stock solution)."
 
For 2.6.4: Consider this revised sentence.
"Precision was dependent on the three duplicates of a solution of 2 µg/ml, 6 µg/ml, and 10 µg/ml of phenytoin sodium, and at 216 nm, its absorbance was measured, and the percentage RSD was computed." 
For the third paragraph: 
"The concentrations of 2µg/ml, 6µg/ml and 10µg/ml of drug was examined with three duplicates o solution for the intraday precision." There is an "o" typo after "three duplicates," which should be "of."
 
For 2.6.7: kindly revise the statement and correct the typos, "formulations.." "accuratly" . And link the last statement for clarity.
 
For 2.7.1, kindly revise the grammar for clarity. State clearly what you are referring to as medication. I suggest this for the grammar correction: 
 
"Weigh exactly 100 mg of the medication in 100 ml of 1 N NaOH to generate 1000 µg/ml of the solution. It is considered the stock solution; 1 ml of the stock solution above and 1 ml of 0.1 N HCl were transferred into a 10 ml volumetric flask, and the volume was made up to the mark with 0.1 N NaOH solution. Further, this solution was prepared for several dilutions in 30-minute time intervals. After that the dilutions were observed in the UV-Spectroscopy 20."
 
For 2.7.2: kindly revise the grammar for clarity. State clearly what you are referring to as a drug here.
 
Consider 2.7.1 for grammar correction. 
You have to be consistent using the compound name (phenytoin) or choose a drug or medication. 
 
For 3.1: Kidly grammar check:
"phenatoin" instead of "phenytoin sodium"
"296-298°c. so the synthesized compound was supposed to be pure." instead of "296-298°C, so the synthesized compound was considered to be pure." 
 
For 3.3 Method validation: needs proper spacing 
 
For 3.4: Kindly revise: 
I suggest
The maximum absorbance of phenytoin sodium was observed at 218 nm, while the 0.1 N NaOH solvent exhibited no absorbance at this wavelength. Therefore, the method demonstrated specificity and selectivity. 
 
For 3.5: Kindly revise; 
I suggest: Linearity was found in the range of 2-10 µg/ml. The linearity graph is shown in fig. 4. The linearity and range are shown in the table. 2, and the calibration curve is given in Figure 5.
 
For 3.6.2:
 
Normalize the use of "it's" and "its" appropriately. 
 
For 3.7: Kindly revise;
 
I suggest: It was identified using the same procedure by different analysts to ensure reproducibility. The % RSD is less than 2%, so it indicates that the method development was rugged (Table 6).
 
For 3.8: 
Kindly normalize the writing of "5 min," not "5min." 
And "216 nm," not "216nm."
I suggest: 
The 0.1N NaOH solvent was used because phenytoin sodium was soluble in it.
 
For 3.9: Kindly revise; 
"sample's% mean recovery" instead of "the sample’s percent recovery" or "sample's % mean recovery."
 
 


	




	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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