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 Reviewer’s comment  Author’s comment  (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

I would strongly recommend to improve the language. 
Most of the places readers have to help himself. Please 
state the message clearly. 
There is no clear definition of Binding 
score,JP,ESI,PPHG, LCFD,UOC..etc  which confuses 
the readers. 
Few detailed analysis of the hydrogen bonds,vandar 
walls interaction and tables (1,2,3,4 ) are suggested. 
There are a lot of works on molecular docking studies 
have been reported so far. Please state the message 
clearly. 

I have tried to correct the language and also 
written the abbreviations wherever required.  
 
Binding energy calculation and description 
added in the methodology section. 
Molecular docking is explained the manuscript. 
The docking features and comparison with 
crystallized data is explained in terms of 
pharmacophoric features. 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

Line no: 36 to 59 should modify the whole content 
paragraph. 
Change the abstract and conclusion accordingly after 
clearing the all comments of the body.  
 

Line 36 to 59 whcih is the literature review has 
been changed. 
Some changes in the introduction has been 
done and also in the abstract and conclusion 
and highlighted. 

Optional /General  comments 
 

Though the title and objective of the paper is very 
attractive and interesting, I found the body of the article 
is less informative for the scientific community. There 
are many shortcoming in the article.  

I have tried to modify the contents in every part 
as per the reviewers suggestions in the effort 
to make it more understandable.  

 


