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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 paper offers a critical summary of how artificial intelligence is changing the pharmaceutical pipeline from a high-attrition, ineffective procedure to a data-driven continuum. While addressing the "validation gap" between computational predictions and experimental outcomes, it highlights significant advancements like AlphaFold for protein structure prediction and GENTRL for rapid molecular design. By bridging technical innovations with ethical and regulatory considerations, the review provides a grounded roadmap for achieving more rapid and economical therapeutic development.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)

The title, "Artificial Intelligence-Driven Drug Discovery: Transforming the Pharmaceutical Pipeline from Target Identification to Clinical Translation," perfectly captures the scope of the work. It successfully conveys the essential idea of the narrative review, which is the integration of AI at every stage of the development continuum. By defining the range as "from Target Identification to Clinical Translation,"
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The abstract is highly comprehensive, because it successfully summarizes the narrative review's complete scope and important points.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
 the manuscript's discoverability and relevance within the scientific community, the keywords are carefully chosen and highly appropriate. 

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The background material is thorough and wellstructured, offering a strong basis for the technical talks that follow.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The manuscript's goals are clearly stated and well-organized, guaranteeing that the reader comprehends the review's intended contribution to the field of pharmaceutical research.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The literature review offers a thorough and up-to-date summary of the relationship between medicinal research and artificial intelligence, making it incredibly pertinent. To produce a coherent story, it strikes a balance between the most recent technology advancements and fundamental theory.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent

The assessment of the literature is incredibly current and was created especially to convey the "rapid speed of innovation."

	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent  the methodology is bolstered by clear inclusion and exclusion criteria, prioritizing peer-reviewed, indexed research while selectively maintaining foundational references published before 2005 for necessary historical context.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent  This work exhibits a high degree of critical analysis, going beyond a straightforward synopsis of previous studies to assess the true value and constraints of AI in the sector.

	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent  The paper does a great job of pinpointing particular research gaps and providing a tactical road map for potential future paths. Instead than making general recommendations, the author identifies specific structural and technical obstacles that presently restrict the sector.

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent The conclusions offer a fair summary of the current state of AI in drug discovery and are rationally derived from the information presented throughout the paper. The author skillfully connects the technical developments covered in the paper's body with a practical evaluation of their implications.

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent  A clear and comprehensive "Limitations" section (Section 15) in the publication critically assesses the study's limitations. This well-organized part discusses the review's methodological limitations as well as more general issues.

	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The quality of references in this manuscript is excellent, 

	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5= (Excellent)

The manuscript is written in sophisticated, professional, and extremely clear academic language that is yet understandable to the intended scientific audience. The text retains a high level of accessibility despite the inherent difficulty of combining computational science and pharmacology because to a number of important language characteristics.

	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

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

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	yes
	



	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Overall the paper quality is good and well structured, but didn’t include fig and table, atleast create a table for merits and demirts of concept, and some pictorial represtantion is easily understandable for new learners. Overall excellent paper
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