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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 manuscript provides valuable new insights into the design and synthesis of sulfonamide-based azo compounds and Schiff bases with promising antimicrobial properties. By combining experimental biological evaluation with molecular docking studies, the work strengthens the understanding of structure–activity relationships within this important class of compounds. The discovery of several derivatives exhibiting strong antibacterial and antifungal activity—often comparable to or exceeding standard drugs—highlights their potential as candidates for future pharmaceutical development. Overall, the study contributes meaningful data that can guide ongoing research in medicinal chemistry, antimicrobial drug design, and computational modeling.
	

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

	is generally clear and scientifically acceptable. However, it can be improved for clarity, conciseness, and stronger academic impact.

	

	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 informative and covers the objective, methods, key findings, and conclusion, which is good. However, it lacks clarity, flow, and quantitative structure.
Reduce unnecessary detail
Avoid listing many numerical inhibition zones (mm).
→ Instead, summarize the trend: “Schiff bases exhibited superior antibacterial and antifungal activity compared to azo compounds.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, and the methods, analyses, and conclusions are in line with established practices in synthetic organic chemistry, antimicrobial testing, and molecular docking. The experimental procedures for synthesizing azo and Schiff base derivatives are standard and accurately described. The characterization data (FT-IR, ¹H-NMR, melting points, yields) appear internally consistent and appropriate for confirming the proposed structures. The antimicrobial evaluation using the agar diffusion method is also correctly applied.
While FT-IR and ¹H-NMR data support the structures, the manuscript might benefit from: Mentioning the solvent used in NMR (although DMSO-d6 appears to be used). Adding ¹³C-NMR or mass spectrometry (optional but strengthens structural confirmation).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Overall, the manuscript includes a good number of references (18 total), many of which are recent (2020–2022)
However, there are a few areas where the references could be strengthened or updated, particularly regarding:
modern synthetic techniques for sulfonamide derivatives recent antimicrobial resistance challenges
contemporary molecular docking validation standards
Improving these areas would help place your research more clearly in the context of the most current scientific discourse.
	

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

	Overall, the English in the manuscript is understandable and conveys the scientific meaning clearly.
Most sections—particularly the experimental procedures, results, and spectral descriptions—are written in a standard scientific style that is acceptable for academic publication.

However, the manuscript needs moderate language editing to meet the standards of high-quality scholarly communication. The issues are not severe, but several areas would benefit from revision for clarity, grammar, consistency, and flow.


	

	Optional/General comments
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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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