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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 redefines the HCV vaccine challenge as an interconnected system of barriers rather than isolated obstacles, offering a much-needed translational roadmap from discovery to delivery. Its integrated framework linking viral evasion, assay standardisation, and trial design gives the field a practical strategy to avoid past missteps and prioritise candidates that coordinate humoral and cellular immunity for durable protection against chronic infection.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – The title accurately reflects the review’s content, scope, and critical approach.

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – The abstract summarizes the rationale, objective, methods, key arguments, and conclusions effectively.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Keywords cover the main topics (immune escape, broadly neutralising antibodies, T‑cell vaccine, etc.) and would aid indexing.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 5 –  the background provide a well‑structured epidemiological and scientific foundation with a clearly defined gap.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – objectives  lists four specific, actionable objectives.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – All cited literature directly supports the review’s analysis of biological, immunological, and translational barriers.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – The search extends to May 2026 and includes numerous 2020s publications, including 2025–2026 references.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – the details design, sources, search strategy, eligibility, screening, and appraisal transparently, even noting access limitations.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – The review consistently distinguishes correlation from causation, evaluates evidence quality, and points out interpretive pitfalls.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Section 10 (Future Directions) explicitly lists six priorities, and Section 9 proposes an integrated strategy.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Conclusions flow from the preceding synthesis and align with the presented evidence.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Section 12 honestly addresses potential biases, database limitations, and heterogeneity of evidence.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – References are predominantly from leading peer‑reviewed journals and authoritative institutional sources.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – The writing is precise, well‑organized, and appropriately academic while remaining accessible.
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	  Yes – the scientific content is accurate, up‑to‑date, and appropriately interpreted.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes – they are sufficient in number, cover key historical and recent contributions, and are largely from the last 5–10 years.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	NO. The manuscript is a review of published literature and declares AI‑assisted editing; no human or animal subjects research is conducted.
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