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	PART  1: Review Comments


	Compulsory REVISION comments

	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The manuscript is important but lacks the main idea behind using the molecular docking approach. The molecular docking technique is used to get the binding energy and to evaluate the interaction of the ligands with the amino acids in the binding site within the protein structure. Such information will help determine whether or not the ligand binds to the catalytic residues, which in turn helps determine the antiepileptic activity. This manuscript lacks the information.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	YES
	

	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 is comprehensive because it depicts what was done in the manuscript. However, there is a few spelling mistakes, such as “Autodock Vina”, “4COF”, etc.
The author also stated, “All new thiophene analogs are possible to be synthesized and performed their pre-clinical evaluation”. This aspect should be revised or reworded, as the synthesis method or mechanism wasn’t shown in the manuscript.

	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The ligands will not attain the equilibrium geometry with MMFF 94. Since it is a new molecule drawn with Chem Draw, I will suggest that the molecules be optimized with DFT coupled with a hybrid basis set. This will allow the molecules to be in the more accurate geometry and this can be saved in PDB format for molecular docking simulation.
Since the author used one protein target, the grid box information should be provided for reproducibility.
The 3D images should be on a white background for good visuals. The image of the re-validated docking protocol poses with the RMSD score should be included in the manuscript.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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

	There should be corrections on the following:
1. The casing of the “material and methods” section
2. Make the subsection, “Design of new thiophene derivatives”,  concise, and remove “are” in the 4th sentence (These substituents are consist of morpholine, …)


	

	Optional/General comments

	



	














	PART  2: 


	
	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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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