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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 book chapter is important because it combines synthetic chemistry, antibacterial evaluation, and computational drug-design approaches to explore a new class of molecules, arylidene imidazolones as potential antibacterial agents. With the rapid rise of antibiotic resistance, new molecular scaffolds targeting essential bacterial enzymes such as FabI (enoyl-acyl carrier protein reductase) are of great importance. 

	

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

	It’s suitable. 
	

	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.

	No, its concise and informative. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes. Correct. 
	

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

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

	

Yes, suitable 


	

	Optional/General comments

	1. A bit of structural justification for compound design will add value to the context.
2. If possible, add a better correlation between antibacterial activity and docking.
3. From the text “The docking results are provided in table 4. Highest dock score of -10.318 kcal/mol and least dock score of -9.014 kcal/mol were obtained for Molecule 4.12a and 4.2g (it should be 4.12g according to the Table 4) respectively”. And the numbers in Table 4 are reversed. Kindly cross-check it.  
4. Use correct units and formatting (eg. °C, mol).
5. Correct the spellings of technical terms (van der Waals).
6. Ensure consistent formatting in tables and text throughout the whole chapter.
7. None of the figures are cited in the text. Make sure all the figures provided must be cited in the related text. 
	




	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? 

	No, as a reviewer I didn’t find any ethical issue. 
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