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	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 manuscript addresses an important global health issue, tuberculosis, and explores novel pyrrole analogues as potential DHFR inhibitors using in silico methods. The study contributes to early-stage drug discovery by identifying promising compounds with good docking scores and drug-likeness properties. Since drug resistance in TB remains a serious concern, identifying new scaffolds could support future therapeutic development. The work may help guide further in vitro and in vivo studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the content of the manuscript.
	

	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 covers background, objective, methods, results, and conclusion. And it is ok for this article 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study follows standard molecular docking procedures and uses recognized tools such as AutoDock and Discovery Studio. Lipinski’s rule analysis and docking score comparison with Methotrexate are appropriate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and include recent studies (up to 2024–2025). However:

· Some references appear duplicated.

· A few recent high-impact DHFR inhibitor studies could be added.

· Formatting needs minor correction.


	

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


	The manuscript requires language editing. There are several grammatical errors, inconsistent phrasing, and formatting issues. Professional English editing is strongly recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures should be clearer and properly labelled

Remove unrelated statements (e.g., viral reproduction)..
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are identified.
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	No competing interest issues are evident from the manuscript.
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