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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The given manuscript is important to the scientific community as it provides clear evidence of rotavirus genotype shifts in the African country (Senegal) following Rotarix vaccine introduction and highlights various changes in viral epidemiology that may affect vaccine performance in coming years.

Some important points regarding the importance of study are

· Emergence and predominance of G3 genotypes in Senegal in the post-vaccine era, offering very important information about the potential genotype replacement phenomena after Rotarix® vaccine introduction in the region.

· This study provides long-term molecular surveillance data of Rotavirus A from a WHO sentinel site, strengthening and supporting the global evidence based on rotavirus evolution in response to vaccination in children.

· This study underlines the need for continued genotype monitoring and whole-genome sequencing of rotavirus strains in the West Africa to detect newly emerging strains that may cause reduced vaccine effectiveness.

· The study adds regional data to the global rotavirus genotype surveillance map, which is very much important for designing the next-generation vaccine having wider strain coverage.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “Post-vaccine predominance of Rotavirus G3 genotype in Senegal’’ is informative, more concised and specific to the key finding. A much clearer and elobrative title reflecting key findings of the study would be “ The emergence and predominance of the G3 genotype after Rotarix introduction in Senegal’’.
	

	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 largely comprehensive and provides an overall look of the given study. It covers the main components (background, methods, results, conclusions), but it could be made more comprehensive and meaningful by refining certain important points and adding minor details for enhancing clarity.
Here are my suggestions for improving the abstract of the manuscript

· Clarity of Sample Size
Specify total no of samples tested in pre-vaccine and post-vaccine periods separately so that differences across eras can be found.

· Include impact Statement in Results:
Authors are advised to add a brief note on the magnitude / significance of G3 genotype emergence compared to pre-vaccine genotypes, possibly with a percentage change over the period.

· Public Health Implication 
In conclusions section of the abstract, briefly connect the genotype shift after vaccine introduction to potential vaccine effectiveness or antigenic mismatch concerns.

· Correct the formatting error
Avoid inclusion of mixing tilde (~) notation with percentage values. Use precise percentages without approximations in the results section of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The given manuscript is largely scientifically sound, methodologically consistent with WHO-standard sentinel rotavirus surveillance and correctly presents RVA genotype distribution shifts in the context of post-vaccine molecular epidemiology.

 However, i suggest few sections would benefit through corrections and by minor scientific clarifications so as to enhance the clarity of thought and readability.

· Typographical and formatting issues
· Correct minor typographical errors (e.g., “Simarly,” “VP7 and VP,” and “G3P[]” in the text).

· Ensure the consistent spacing around tables and gene/protein notations like gene name is to be italicized (e.g., VP7, VP4).

· Sample size and proportion consistency
Some proportions (e.g., 18.18%, ~9.9%) are presented inconsistently. Avoid approximations in percentages and unify to one decimal or integer precision.

· Statistical context
Include basic statistical comparison tests (e.g., chi-square test for genotype distribution pre- vs post-vaccine era) to support the claim of genotype shift significance.

· Reference updates
Ensure that numbering giving to citations correspond accurately and that recent regional or global studies (2020 onwards) are integrated to strengthen context for G3 emergence.

Overall Evaluation of the manuscript

Yes, the manuscript is found to be scientifically correct in terms of the design of the study, results  and contextual discussion at the end. Minor corrections for refinement of the draft as has been given above would make manuscript more attractive and informative.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript text are relevant and  sufficient for the scope of the study. The cited references are  balanced mix of foundational studies and recent publications. These references cover global as well as African rotavirus vaccine impact, molecular epidemiology and genotype dynamics including G3 emergence. Several recent regional studies from Africa are cited, adding strength to the context.

To enhance the manuscript and provide more comprehensive, up-to-date coverage, consider adding a few very recent or high-impact studies in the introduction and discussion section

· Manjate, F., João, E.D., Mwangi, P., Chirinda, P., Mogotsi, M., Messa Jr, A., Garrine, M., Vubil, D., Nobela, N., Nhampossa, T. and Acácio, S., 2023. Genomic characterization of the rotavirus G3P [8] strain in vaccinated children, reveals possible reassortment events between human and animal strains in Manhiça District, Mozambique. Frontiers in Microbiology, 14, p.1193094.
· Mokoena, F., Esona, M.D., Seheri, L.M., Nyaga, M.M., Magagula, N.B., Mukaratirwa, A., Mulindwa, A., Abebe, A., Boula, A., Tsolenyanu, E. and Simwaka, J., 2021. Whole genome analysis of African G12P [6] and G12P [8] Rotaviruses provides evidence of porcine-human reassortment at NSP2, NSP3, and NSP4. Frontiers in Microbiology, 11, p.604444.
· Dubal ZB, Malla BA, Bhilegaonkar KN, Sailaja VV, Pal P, Kapil J, Rawat S, Malik YPS. (2025). Rotavirus prevalence with G and P genotypes in different regions of India. Letters in Animal Biology 05(2): 41 – 49.
· Manjate, F., João, E.D., Mwangi, P., Chirinda, P., Mogotsi, M., Garrine, M., Messa Jr, A., Vubil, D., Nobela, N., Kotloff, K. and Nataro, J.P., 2024. Genomic analysis of DS-1-like human rotavirus A strains uncovers genetic relatedness of NSP4 gene with animal strains in Manhiça District, Southern Mozambique. Scientific Reports, 14(1), p.30705.
These references exist in recent literature  and their inclusion will increase the manuscript's currency and scientific depth.
	

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


	The text of the manuscript presents scientific content in a good clarity with appropriate technical terminology and structure generally expected in research articles. However, some areas in the manuscript would benefit from revision to enhance clarity and flow expected in academic writing

· Improve sentence flow and readability by breaking longer sentences and clarifying ambiguous phrases.

· Standardize scientific notation and terminology, e.g., use "rotavirus group A (RVA)" consistently, and ensure gene/protein names (VP7, VP4) are italicized or formatted as per journal style.

· Clean up formatting issues, such as inconsistent use of percentage signs and tilde (~) notation.

Overall, after minor revision of the draft as suggested by reviewers, the manuscript would meet the language standards for submission to a peer-reviewed journal, clearly conveying its scientific message with professional rigor to the scientific community.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Few general/optional comments are given below :

· Fix minor typographical and spacing errors (e.g., "Simarly" should be "Similarly").

· Avoid mixing tilde (~) with percentage values; use exact percentages.

· Refine sentence structure for good  readability, e.g., break up long sentences and avoid run-ons.

· Standardize terminology (e.g., always use “rotavirus group A (RVA)” on first mention followed by acronym).

· Ensure consistent and correct formatting of gene and protein names following journal guidelines.

· Check verb tense consistency—maintain past tense when describing methods and results.

· Use precise scientific terms instead of approximate or vague ones, e.g., “approximately” instead of “~”.

General Comment

The manuscript would be benefitted through thorough copyediting, pass to improve flow, grammar, and technical expression while preserving scientific accuracy. This will enhance readability and polish the article for submission to a peer-reviewed journal.
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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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