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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 manuscript is valuable as it combines synthesis, characterization, and in silico docking studies of thiazole-hydrazone derivatives which are of interest for antimalarial and anticancer research. Both malaria and cancer remain major health burdens, and studies like this can help in identifying promising scaffolds for future drug development. The integration of computational drug-likeness studies further strengthens the relevance of the work. This study will be useful for researchers in medicinal chemistry, drug discovery, and computational biology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is descriptive but a bit lengthy. It may be modified for better clarity and conciseness.
	

	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 overall comprehensive. However, it is lengthy and contains too much detail of the methodology (such as PDB IDs). The abstract should focus more on the key findings and less on the experimental details. The conclusion in the abstract should also be written more carefully, emphasising that these are docking predictions and require further biological validation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in terms of synthesis and docking methodology. However, the interpretation of results is somewhat overstated in places. The authors should present the docking data more cautiously, making clear that these are only computational predictions and not confirmed biological results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references cited are relevant, but some of them are slightly old. The authors may include recent works (2021–2024) related to thiazole-hydrazone derivatives and docking studies to make the literature review stronger.
	

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

	The word “insilico” is repeatedly used; it should be corrected to “in silico” throughout the manuscript. Sentences in the Abstract and Results section are too long and descriptive; these can be shortened to improve readability. For example, instead of listing all PDB IDs in the abstract, the authors may simply state that “docking was performed against selected antimalarial and anticancer targets.” Minor grammatical issues such as missing articles (“the,” “an”) and inconsistent tense (switching between past and present) should be corrected.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The figures (especially docking interaction diagrams) need higher resolution and clearer captions. The docking data tables are very detailed; a summary table with binding energies would be more useful in the main text, and the detailed residue interactions can be shifted to supplementary data. 
	


















	PART  2: 


	
	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)
No ethical issues are observed, as the work is based on synthesis and in silico studies only.
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