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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This work is important because it identifies DPP3 as a promising drug target for heart failure and discovers two potential inhibitors using an integrated computational approach. The study provides strong evidence of stable binding, good drug-likeness, and therapeutic potential, offering a valuable starting point for developing new heart failure treatments.
	

	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 informative but I would like to suggest few changes to improve it:
1. The abstract repeats “molecular docking” and “MD simulations” results twice. Merge them in a single sentence to avoid redundancy.

2. Consider briefly stating the biological relevance of targeting DPP3 in HF in one sentence.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Very less number of references. Put few more recent/relevant references wherever applicable. 
	

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


	Yes, suitable. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The authors have introduced several aims; consider summarizing the study objectives in a final bullet-point style sentence to improve clarity.
2. The section 2.2 is too short. Kindly add:
a. Number of ligands screened.

b. Why these two ligands were selected (Docking scores? ADMET filters? Explain).

3. Put proper captions for all the Figures. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, there are no ethical issues in this manuscript
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