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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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 contributes meaningfully to the growing need for innovative solutions against drug-resistant Salmonella typhi, a pressing concern in both clinical and public health settings. By employing QSAR modeling, the study offers a faster, cost-effective, and environmentally sustainable route for identifying promising Schiff base inhibitors. The insights into structure–activity relationships not only guide future compound design but also bridge computational predictions with potential real-world therapeutic applications. This work is especially valuable for researchers in medicinal chemistry and drug discovery, as it combines robust computational methods with a highly relevant biological target.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The headline is direct and easy to understand. You might consider shortening it slightly for better impact—perhaps something like “QSAR-Based Design of Schiff Base Inhibitors for Salmonella Typhi.”

	

	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 does a nice job of summarizing the study — though some sentences are a little stiff, or redundant. For example, sentences such as “developed model verified the predominance of the descriptors” could be reformulated for readability.

You could also tighten up the flow to enable readers to get quickly to the point of the whole thing.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound. The authors have applied established QSAR methodologies using appropriate statistical tools and validation techniques to develop predictive models for Schiff base activity against Salmonella typhi. The selection and interpretation of molecular descriptors are relevant, and the model’s performance metrics meet accepted thresholds. While some sections could benefit from clearer language and streamlined presentation, the core scientific approach and findings are valid and well supported.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Well done for being thorough and up to date! 

Please make sure that all references are formatted consistently, including author names, DOI usage, and journal names.


	

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


	This is the area needing the most attention. While your science is solid, several sentences are grammatically awkward or too wordy. A careful round of proofreading or light editing (possibly with help from a language editor) would greatly improve the manuscript’s flow and readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Your study tackles a very pertinent public health problem, particularly in the context of increasing antibiotic resistance. QSAR model analysis for potential Schiff base inhibitors is relevant and reasonable.

Draft Detailed comments to further strengthen the manuscript:

Introduction

The background and justification for the study is clearly established in the introduction. You've done a good job explaining why S.typhi and Schiff bases are important and why a QSAR method would be appropriate.

Having said that, a clearer statement of the research gap you're filling and what exactly makes this different to previous QSAR work on Schiff bases would help with the section.

Methodology
The methodology is comprehensive and well-documented. It's great that you’ve explained the descriptor selection, model validation process, and tools used.
However, the explanation of the LOF (Lack of Fit) function gets quite dense—simplifying or referring to it briefly (with a citation) might improve readability. Also, avoid repeating the same definitions across multiple subsections.

Results & Discussion

Your results are robust, and it's clear that Model 1 performs well based on standard QSAR metrics. The inclusion of residuals and plots adds confidence in the model’s predictability.
The interpretation of descriptors is helpful, but could be expanded a bit. Instead of just stating which descriptors affect activity, you might discuss why they do—linking back to chemical structure or biological interactions where possible.

Conclusion and Recommendations
These sections are thoughtful and practical. Your suggestions for experimental validation and future work with machine learning or docking are appreciated.
One idea: connect your findings a bit more explicitly to clinical or drug development impact, especially in the context of drug-resistant S. typhi.

Language and Clarity

This is the area needing the most attention. While your science is solid, several sentences are grammatically awkward or too wordy. A careful round of proofreading or light editing (possibly with help from a language editor) would greatly improve the manuscript’s flow and readability.

Data Presentation, Tables, and Figures 

Although lengthy and detracting from the story, Tables 4 and 5 are significant. Think about summarizing the important values in the main text and putting comprehensive datasets in the Supplementary Materials.

Citations: Well done for being thorough and up to date! 

Please make sure that all references are formatted consistently, including author names, DOI usage, and journal names.

Conclusion

This study has great potential and is well-executed. The topic is relevant, the QSAR modeling is sound, and the results can be applied to the design of future inhibitors. Your work can contribute significantly to the field if it is better organized, uses better language, and presents data.
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