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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.


	- The limitations of the current vaccines, especially BCG, require further research into more effective immunisation methods. Tuberculosis is one of the most persistent threats to global health.

- Using multi-epitope vaccine design and advanced immunocomputing, this manuscript takes a novel and efficient approach that is in line with current developments in rational vaccine development.

- This study promotes  the creation of next-generation vaccines against Mycobacterium tuberculosis by providing significant insights into the disciplines of computational immunology, infectious disease research, and vaccine engineering.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	-Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the main focus of the study

But my suggesyion (( Immunocomputing Approach for Rational Design of a Multi-Epitope Vaccine Against M. tuberculosis))

	

	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.


	- No, the abstract needs to be modified because it is not entirely thorough. All necessary elements, such as background, materials and methods, results, and conclusion, should be covered in a clear and methodical manner in the modified abstract. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	- The general idea of the manuscript is appropriate, and it answers a significant scientific question. However, to guarantee accuracy and reproducibility, some validation criteria and methodological steps need to be more clearly justified. Another limitation that needs to be recognised is the absence of experimental confirmation. The work's scientific soundness will be strengthened with increased clarity and methodological rigidity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, there are sufficient references, including current and relevant works that support the methodology and study context. At this point, no further references are needed.
	

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


	- In general, the language is appropriate for discussions in academia.   To enhance clarity, accuracy, and scientific professionalism, the abstract and discussion sections must be modified.
	

	Optional/General comments


	- Figures should be improved for clarity, particularly Figures 6 and 7.
-Include a section addressing study limitations and ethical considerations.
- Use more accurate and expert scientific language when modifying the abstract, discussion, and results sections.

- Rewrite the conclusions in a way that clarifies the study's key findings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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