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	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 study addresses visceral leishmaniasis and evaluates the use of Carissa edulis extract as a potential vaccine adjuvant with soluble Leishmania donovani antigen (SLA). The experimental design is appropriate, and the BALB/c mouse model is well chosen. The combination of SLA and C. edulis induced a strong Th1-biased immune response, with increased IFN-γ and IgG2a, reduced IL-10, and significantly lower parasite burden.

The study is comprehensive in assessing both immunological and parasitological outcomes and employs suitable statistical analyses. However, the chemical composition of the extract and its safety were not evaluated, and immune responses were measured primarily at the serum level. The Results and Discussion sections could be more concise for clarity.

Overall, the findings provide strong evidence for the potential of Carissa edulis as a vaccine adjuvant and support further preclinical studies focusing on safety, extract standardization, and cellular immune mechanisms.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	No
	

	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.


	Clarity and Grammar: The text is generally clear, but there are minor grammatical errors (e.g., “To compared” should be “To compare”; “were being observed” can be replaced with “were monitored”). Some sentences are long and could be split for better readability.

Accuracy of Data: IL-10 values appear inconsistent (written as 3540 pg/mL, likely a typo; should be 35–40 pg/mL). Ensure all numerical data match the actual results.

Scientific Terminology: Phrases like “synergistically antigenic” are not precise; consider “synergistically enhanced immune response” or “enhanced Th1-biased immunity.”

Methodology Description: The methodology is adequately described, but grouping the four experimental conditions more concisely could improve readability.

Results Presentation: Results are comprehensive, but dividing them into clear sections (parasite burden, cytokines, antibodies) would make interpretation easier.

Conclusion: The conclusion is consistent with the data, but wording can be tightened for clarity (e.g., “enhanced the parasite clearance effect” → “enhanced parasite clearance”).

Overall: The study provides valuable insights into the adjuvant potential of Carissa edulis, but minor corrections to grammar, terminology, and data presentation would strengthen the abstract or summary section
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language of the manuscript is generally clear and readable.

There are minor grammatical issues, such as small tense errors (“to compared” should be “to compare”) and some phrases that could be simplified (“were being observed” → “were monitored”).

A few sentences are long and could be split to improve flow.

Scientific terms are mostly correct, but some phrases could be more precise.

Overall, the text is well-written and appropriate for a scientific paper; only minor corrections are needed.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)No

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NO
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	NO
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	 7.5


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	
	


Reviewer Details:
This section is mandatory to prepare the Reviewer Certificate. 

Please complete this section carefully. Reviewer Certificate will be generated by using this information only. 

Your Certificate will be wrong, if you provide incorrect information. 

Please note modification of certificate will not be possible after generation. 

Certificate will not be issued if incomplete information is provided.

	Name of the Reviewer
	Evan. H. Sulaiman

	Department of Reviewer
	Applied Pathological Analysis 

	University or Institution of Reviewer
	Al Nahrain University

	Country of Reviewer
	Iraq

	Position: (Professor/lecturer, etc.) of Reviewer
	Lecturer

	Email ID of Reviewer
	Evan.hameed@nahrainuniv.edu.iq
www.evanhameed91@gmail.com

	WhatsApp Number of Reviewer (Optional)
	009647703535697

	Write 5-8 Keywords regarding expertise of Reviewer
	Carissa edulis 

Soluble Leishmania donovani antigen (SLA)

Visceral leishmaniasis

Vaccine adjuvant

BALB/c mice

Th1 immune response

IFN-γ

IL-10

IgG2a

Parasite clearance


Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


