Review Form (Review)

	Book Name:
	Triazoles and Fused Triazole Heterocycles: Advances in Synthesis, Chemistry and Biological Applications

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_8145_5

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Advances in Thiazolotriazole: Synthesis and Biological Applications

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE


PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
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	I think the manuscript is scientifically correct.
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	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
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Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
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	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
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	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
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	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
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	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	2
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the abstract of the article comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	I think the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	References are not sufficient and recent.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	Yes 

1]Add  References recent 
2] The figures, schemes, and tables should be carefully checked for numbering, captions, compound labels, and consistency with the corresponding discussion in the text.
3] The synthesis sections should be revised for clarity. The reaction conditions, catalysts, solvents, and reaction mechanisms should be presented consistently wherever applicable.
4] The chemical structures, molecular numbering, and compound names should be carefully checked throughout the manuscript to ensure consistency between the text, schemes, figures, and captions.
5] The language is poorly written and in many places there are visually observable grammatical errors.
6] The abstract of the article  not comprehensive

7] Results and conclusions are not supported by the data

8] Check grammar and phrasing — Several grammatical errors and awkward phrasings.

9] provide a correct justification for the written work.

10] The manuscript should be thoroughly proofread to improve the overall language and readability.
11] Add more recent references (2023–2026).

12] Abbreviations should be defined at their first occurrence and used consistently throughout the manuscript.
13] The reference list should be carefully checked for formatting, completeness, journal abbreviations, volume, page numbers, DOI information, and consistency.
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