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PART 1: Review Comments

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

1. In the introduction, the authors list several potential uses of permidines in a
variety of areas. No references are provided that highlight these uses.
Recommend that references be cited for each of these.

2. Throughout the results and discussion, the authors provide a very minimal
discussion of the significance of the results.

(a) What is the benchmark for known molecules that would allow the reader to
compare the molecules investigated in the paper. Are there cases where related
computations for drugs with similar architectures, as an example, that can be
compared to those in this paper that would give the reader an idea of enhanced
efficacy? If so, adding those to the discussion would make this work stronger
and highlight the importance of studying the permidine class of compounds.

3. Where is this work headed? In the conclusion, the authors do not discuss, for
example, molecular docking studies, which would be a logical follow-on to these
computations.

Minor REVISION comments

1. The paper has a number of grammatical and sentence structure issues that must be
corrected. | have highlighted those in the manuscript with recommended edits.

2. The structures in Table 1 appear “squeezed”. Recommend reformatting so that they
do not have that appearance.

3. The references cited, for a paper of this length, are not a sufficient survey of the
current literature, in my opinion. There should be additional papers cited that address
the type of computations performed in this work.

Optional/General comments

This paper does have merit and with some revisions, would be suitable for publication.
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