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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.


	· Focuses on breast cancer drug discovery using a natural product–based scaffold

· Combines eugenol with triazole, a well-known pharmacophore in anticancer research

· Targets multiple clinically relevant breast cancer proteins (ER, PR, EGFR, PI3K, mTOR)

· Provides useful in silico leads for further experimental validation


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	  Title is relevant and reflects the study

  Methodology and disease focus are clear

  Optional alternative title:
Structure-Based Molecular Docking of Eugenol–Triazole Hybrids as Multi-Target Anti-Breast Cancer Agents

	

	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.


	· Abstract is clear and well-structured

· Aim, methodology, results, and conclusion are adequately covered

· Should mention key protein targets explicitly

· Inclusion of top docking score values would strengthen results

· Minor reduction of repetitive phrasing recommended


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	  Target selection is appropriate and well-justified

  Docking methodology follows standard protocols

  Interpretation of docking scores and interactions is reasonable

  Limitation of docking-only studies should be acknowledged

  Minor inconsistencies in reporting parameters need correction


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	  References are relevant and mostly recent

  Adequate coverage of breast cancer biology and docking studies

  Some duplicate references should be removed

  Addition of recent molecular dynamics studies is suggested


	

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


	  Language is understandable but needs improvement

  Grammatical and typographical errors present

  Some sections are repetitive and lengthy

  Professional language editing is recommended


	

	Optional/General comments


	  Number of designed compounds is not consistently stated (14, 20, and 35 mentioned at different places)

  Lipinski rule application is unclear; compounds with molecular weight >500 and TPSA >140 Å² are still discussed

  Grid box dimensions are reported but validation of docking protocol is not clearly described

  Use of SP docking only; no justification for not using XP docking or molecular dynamics
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