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	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 article is critically important because it scientifically demonstrates the inadequacy of the traditional "nominal viscosity" approach in the selection of cellulose ethers (HPMC and HPC) commonly used in pharmaceutical formulations. By focusing not only on flow rate but also on the structural resistance (viscoelasticity) of the material under deformation, the authors have analyzed in detail how even products in the same viscosity class exhibit different processing characteristics among different manufacturers (Methocel™ vs. Benecel™). This study argues that, within the framework of "Quality by Design" principles, excipient selection should be based not only on supplier specifications but also on advanced rheological parameters, offering a solution to stability and consistency problems in industrial production. Furthermore, the direct correlation of critical process parameters (CPPs) such as wet granulation, tablet pressing, and film coating with rheological data outlines a valuable methodological framework that will increase predictability in drug development processes.
Although HPMC and HPC rheology are widely discussed in the literature, the article's strongest point is its emphasis on "inter-vendor" variability between different trademarks (Methocel™ and Benecel™). However, a deeper theoretical discussion on the reasons for this difference (molecular weight distribution, polymerization techniques, etc.) could be added.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title clearly states the main materials studied (cellulose ethers) and the main method (rheumatic behavior). The most original and scientifically significant aspect of the article is not only the differences between HPMC and HPC, but also the variations in rheological "fingerprints" between different manufacturers (Methocel™ and Benecel™). The current title obscures this specific and valuable comparison. Furthermore, the absence of the term "viscoelastic" in the title does not fully reflect the depth of the study, which is based on advanced rheological techniques (oscillatory rheometry). To highlight the "manufacturer-dependent differences" and "viscoelastic properties" details emphasized in the article, the following alternatives might be more appropriate:

"Comparative Viscoelastic Profiling of HPMC and HPC: Impact of Manufacturer Variability on Rational Excipient Selection"

"Beyond Nominal Viscosity: Advanced Rheological Characterization of Pharmaceutical Grade Cellulose Ethers for Quality by Design (QbD)"
	

	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 of the article is successful in outlining the aim, methodology, and main findings of the study, but it falls short in addressing the most valuable contribution of the article: "differences between suppliers." The abstract should explain to the reader not only the differences between polymer types (HPMC and HPC) but also the rheological divergence between different manufacturers of products with the same nominal viscosity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article is based on a scientifically valid foundation. Rheological data are logically correlated with practical problems (CPP) in formulation development processes (granulation, coating, etc.). However, the authors attribute rheological differences to "molecular weight and degree of substitution." However, the molecular weight distribution (Mw/Mn) of the polymers was not measured. This interpretation, based solely on trade names, is a scientifically weak point. Rheological measurements were performed at 20 °C. HPMC and HPC are thermo-responsive polymers. The lack of data on their behavior at different temperatures (e.g., 37 °C - body temperature) creates a gap in terms of drug formulation performance. The graphs in Figures 2, 3, and 4 contain a large number of data sets (different concentrations and classes). Overlapping data points in some graphs make precise validation of the results difficult.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While the bibliography of this article is generally considered sufficient in reflecting the basic principles and current trends of the subject, the differences between HPMC and HPC are much more extensively discussed in the literature. In particular, there is a noticeable lack of independent articles (from different research groups) examining the rheological behavior of these two polymers under different salt concentrations or pH conditions. More comparative studies could be cited regarding the article's main thesis: "manufacturer-dependent variability" (Methocel vs. Benecel). Furthermore, although the references are current, the self-citation frequency should be reduced, and the bibliography should be diversified with independent studies approaching the subject from different perspectives.
	

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


	The article's language quality and the use of English are generally adequate and understandable for academic communication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

As it stands, the article does not contain any serious ethical violations (such as abuse of human/animal experimentation). Increasing transparency regarding trademark comparisons would suffice.
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