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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 manuscript addresses a clear gap in PCV2 reagent development and offers practical value for laboratories that need a reliable source of recombinant capsid protein for vaccines and diagnostics. The work strengthens the field by demonstrating that Pichia pastoris can produce immunogenic Cap protein at scale, which is important given the limitations of bacterial systems and the cost of mammalian platforms. The study also contributes methodologically by combining codon optimization with a well-characterized eukaryotic host, creating a framework that other viral protein studies can adapt. Overall, it provides useful data and a reproducible expression strategy that supports ongoing efforts to improve PCV2 control and surveillance 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggested alternative - “Codon Optimized Expression of the PCV2 ORF2 Capsid Protein in Pichia pastoris for Recombinant Protein Production”
	

	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 covers the essential elements, but it reads more like a methods summary than a focused scientific overview. It would benefit from a clearer statement of the problem PCV2 poses, a brief rationale for choosing Pichia pastoris, and a sharper conclusion highlighting the significance of the findings. Removing procedural details and emphasizing outcomes and impact would make it stronger.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound in its overall approach and execution. The cloning strategy, codon optimization, yeast transformation, and expression work follow accepted methods, and the results align with what is expected for PCV2 Cap production in Pichia pastoris. The explanations for intracellular expression and molecular weight shifts are reasonable and supported by literature. Minor clarifications in data presentation would strengthen it, but the scientific foundation is solid.


	

	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 include key foundational studies on PCV2, ORF2, and Pichia pastoris expression. Most are older but still relevant due to the established nature of the system. Adding one or two more recent papers on yeast-based viral antigen production or updated PCV2 molecular epidemiology would modernize the list, but it is not essential.


	

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


	The language is generally understandable, but it needs refinement for clarity, flow, and consistency. Several sentences are long or structurally awkward, and some sections read more like lab notes than polished scientific writing. With careful editing for grammar, conciseness, and coherence, it can meet scholarly standards.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is well designed and produces useful recombinant material, but the manuscript would benefit from tighter figure legends, clearer transitions between results and interpretation, and a more concise discussion that highlights the broader value of the work. Strengthening the narrative and improving organization will make the findings more accessible.

It is scientifically sound and presents useful findings, but it needs clearer writing, stronger organization, and a more polished abstract and discussion. This places it in the minor revision category.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are apparent. The work involves molecular cloning and yeast expression, with no animal or human subjects directly used in the study. The procedures follow standard laboratory practice.
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