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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.


	This manuscript addresses a critical public health problem by proposing a rational, immunoinformatics-driven strategy for Norovirus vaccine development, a field where no licensed vaccine currently exists. By integrating conserved epitopes from multiple viral proteins and demonstrating broad predicted population coverage, the study contributes to efforts aimed at overcoming the challenges posed by rapid viral genetic diversity. The comprehensive in silico validation, including structural modeling, docking, molecular dynamics, and immune simulation, strengthens its scientific relevance and methodological rigor. Overall, the work provides a structured computational framework that may accelerate early-stage vaccine candidate selection and guide future experimental validation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggested alternative - “Immunoinformatics-Guided Design and Comprehensive In Silico Evaluation of a Multi-Epitope Norovirus Vaccine Candidate.”
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well structured, covering background, methodology, major results, and conclusion. It clearly summarizes the immunoinformatics pipeline and highlights key quantitative findings such as population coverage, structural validation metrics, and docking scores.

However, it could be strengthened by briefly stating the main limitation, namely that all findings are based on in silico analyses and require experimental validation. A concise statement emphasizing the advantage over previous computational Norovirus vaccine studies would also improve impact. No major deletions are necessary, though minor tightening of methodological detail could improve clarity and conciseness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound within the scope of computational vaccinology. The immunoinformatics workflow, epitope screening criteria, structural validation, docking, molecular dynamics simulation, and immune simulation are methodologically appropriate and consistent with established reverse vaccinology practices.

However, the conclusions must remain limited to in silico predictions. While the computational analyses are coherent and logically interpreted, experimental validation is essential to confirm immunogenicity, safety, and protective efficacy. No obvious conceptual flaws are evident, but the study’s claims should remain clearly framed as predictive rather than confirmatory.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list seems adequate in scope and includes many relevant studies in immunoinformatics and Norovirus research. Most of the key methods and background literature appear cited, and recent computational vaccine design work is included.

However, you might improve the manuscript by adding a few more recent high-impact studies on Norovirus vaccine development (e.g., recent clinical or preclinical immunogenicity papers) and recent reviews on multi-epitope vaccine design strategies published in the last couple of years to ensure the context reflects the latest advancements.


	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clear, structured logically, and the scientific terminology is used appropriately.

However, minor grammatical inconsistencies, capitalization issues in the reference list, and occasional repetitive phrasing should be corrected to meet high publication standards. 


	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is methodologically sound, clearly structured, and scientifically coherent within the framework of computational vaccinology. The analyses are comprehensive and appropriately interpreted. However, minor revisions are needed to improve language precision, tighten the abstract, strengthen discussion of limitations, and ensure formatting consistency in references. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical issues are apparent.
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