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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 paper have significant importance because it demonstrates a practical and scalable model for strengthening research capacity in bioinformatics and data science, particularly in resource-limited regions. It provides clear strategies and actionable insights for governments, funding bodies, and academic institutions seeking to reduce the scientific gap between the global North and South. The success of ACE-Mali reflected in its strong graduate employment rate and impactful research output stands as a compelling example for similar initiatives across Africa and other developing regions. Additionally, it underscores the critical role of international public-private collaborations in leveraging local expertise to tackle global health challenges.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The abstract doesn’t state the title directly, but based on the content, a suitable title could be “Building Bioinformatics Capacity in West Africa: The Achievements of ACE-Mali.”

For a stronger impact that reflects both training and research outcomes, a better option would be:
“A Model for Sustainable Bioinformatics and Data Science Research Training in Africa: Development, Outcomes, and Impact of the ACE-Mali Center.”


	

	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.


	What to Add: It mentions the 47 graduates and their career paths but doesn’t emphasize their scientific impact. Including a line about their co-authorship of over 25 scientific publications would clearly showcase the program’s contribution beyond training numbers.

What to Change: The phrase “Place and Duration of Study” feels out of place since this isn’t a traditional research study. A better option is “Operational Period:” to reflect the center’s active years more accurately.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. It clearly explains the bioinformatics field, highlights current capacity gaps, and outlines the strategies used to address them, such as training programs and infrastructure development. The reported results graduate numbers, career placements, and publication outputs are factual and strongly support the conclusion of the center’s success. Additionally, the descriptions of the HPC infrastructure, curriculum, and funded initiatives are detailed and appear credible.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and up-to-date, combining foundational sources (e.g., Bayat, 2002) with recent publications from the center’s alumni and collaborators, many from 2023–2024. They also include key programmatic documents from major funders like NIH and Wellcome Trust, which adds important context.

Suggestion: To strengthen the introduction further, consider adding a recent (last 2–3 years) systematic review or major opinion article on global bioinformatics capacity-building challenges in low-resource settings. This would better position ACE-Mali’s work within a broader international context.


	

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


	The language is clear, formal, and appropriate for scholarly writing, with no ambiguity in meaning. There are only a few minor issues, such as small typos (e.g., “Internation instructors”) and some slightly repetitive phrases, which can be fixed with a final proofread. Overall, the quality is strong.
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Reviewer details:

M. Bharathi, Vardhaman College of Engineering, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


