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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.

	
	

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

	
	

	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.

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Major revision required
Good chemical synthesis/characterization and a broad docking sweep, but the chapter lacks a rigorous in-silico analysis, mixes disease areas without a clear rationale, and contains unit/nomenclature errors and presentation issues that undermine credibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
	

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

	




	

	Optional/General comments

	Recommendation: Major revision.
The chapter presents synthesis/characterization and an ambitious multi-target docking analysis, but it requires substantial methods and presentation improvements. The disease scope is unclear (malaria vs oncology) due to inclusion of SARM/EGFR alongside Plasmodium targets. The in silico workflow is insufficiently described and unvalidated; units/nomenclature contain errors; and the “ADMET” content is limited to drug-likeness, not toxicity. 
Major comments
1. Scope and rationale
The narrative reads as antimalarial (PfLDH, PfDHFR, PfDHODH) yet includes oncology/other targets (SARM, EGFR) without a translational link. Please either focus the chapter on malaria targets only, or justify a dual-indication strategy in a dedicated subsection explaining the biological rationale and clinical relevance of EGFR/SARM for these scaffolds.
2. Rationale of target selection
Explicitly state why antimalarial and cancer targets were chosen together, and—within cancer—why specifically EGFR/SARM were selected.
3. Validation
re-docking the co-crystallized ligand(s) with RMSD ≤ 2.0 Å, plus a pose overlay figure for each target.
4. Citations for factual statements
Several general claims are unreferenced (e.g., references to “biological activities of Ethyl-2-amino-4-thiazoleacetate” and “cancerous cells and diseases”). Please add primary literature citations for all such statements.
5. Nomenclature and identifiers
· Use “In silico” (two words), not “Insilico.”
· Correct PfDHODH spelling to dihydroorotate dehydrogenase throughout.
· Correct PDB IDs (e.g., PfDHFR listed as “6155” is invalid); provide the correct 4-character code(s), chain(s), and associated co-ligand IDs.
6. Units and labeling
Replace the non-existent “kJ/cal” with standard kcal/mol or kJ/mol consistently. Clearly label whether values are docking scores or MM/GBSA ΔG and do not mix units.
7. ADMET vs drug-likeness
Table 8 and Section 3.15 report only physicochemical/drug-likeness metrics (MW, HBD/HBA, logP, NRB, TPSA). This does not constitute ADMET/TOX. Please add a in silico ADMET/TOX panel (e.g., GI absorption, BBB permeation, P-gp substrate/inhibition, CYP inhibition/substrate profiles, clearance) plus toxicity endpoints (hERG risk, Ames/mutagenicity, hepatotoxicity, LD50/ProTox class, BCF).
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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? 

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