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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The authors have given a reasonable QSAR and docking study on isatin analogues. 
There are a number of typographical and minor issues which need to be addressed 
before this work is published. I have highlighted these in the attached manuscript. 
In addition the authors will need to cross check the formatting of the references 
which to me are inconsistent. 
Finally the interactions involved at the docking sites with the relevant peptides, 
needs to be explained. 
 
 

It was done and highlighted in the manuscript. 
The format of all references was check. 
The interaction of docking site completely explained in the manuscript and 
highlighted. 
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