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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	By identifying critical structural features and key receptor–ligand interactions, the study provides valuable insights into the molecular basis of binding affinity and inhibitory activity. The work also highlights the utility of in silico approaches for efficient virtual screening and lead optimization, reducing time and cost associated with experimental drug discovery. Overall, the findings contribute to the advancement of structure-based drug design and offer promising candidates for further development as antihypertensive agents.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4; Simplification of overly technical details (e.g., equations and formatting). Refinement of language and structure would enhance readability and alignment with standard abstract guidelines.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4; AT1 receptor (instead of just AT1), may include Pharmacophore modeling
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4; Include a brief comparison with existing AT1 receptor antagonists (e.g., ARBs).
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5; yes, clearly stated
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5; yes, strengthened with a few recent and high-impact references.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5; appropriate and well aligned with the study objectives, particularly 3D-QSAR modeling, pharmacophore (PH4) development, virtual screening, and ADME filtering provides a coherent and widely accepted framework for structure-based drug design.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4; Improve clarity and readability by simplifying dense numerical data and avoiding excessive technical detail (e.g., full equations) in the main text.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5; Figures and tables are clearly labeled, well-referenced, and properly discussed
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4; Overall, the discussion would be strengthened by more explicit integration with existing scientific literature. For example: Cite relevant studies when discussing key residues (e.g., Gly284, Ser289, Leu330, Lys337) to support their role in ligand binding. Expand on why specific residues (e.g., Gly284, Ser289, Leu330, Lys337) contribute to increased binding affinity, rather than only stating their involvement. Focus more on interpretation rather than re-describing results.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4; Avoid overgeneralization, should be specific based on results
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3; The limitations of the study are not adequately discussed. Emphasize the absence of experimental (in vitro/in vivo) validation, highlighting the need for future studies. Include a brief discussion on the limitations of in silico approaches, particularly QSAR and pharmacophore modeling, such as dependence on dataset quality and model assumptions.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4; Simplify overly long sentences to improve readability. Correct grammatical and punctuation errors throughout the text
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, well suitated
More specific and informative, if  including key methodologies such as QSAR, pharmacophore modeling, or virtual screening.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, included more recent ones
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
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