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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 manuscript addresses a critical global health challenge, namely visceral leishmaniasis, which remains a neglected tropical disease with limited vaccine options and increasing drug resistance. The exploration of plant-derived immunomodulators as vaccine adjuvants represents an important and timely research direction, particularly for endemic regions with limited access to expensive synthetic adjuvants.

The study provides novel experimental evidence that Carissa edulis extract can significantly enhance Th1-biased immunity, characterized by increased IFN-γ and IgG2a production alongside reduced IL-10 levels. Such immune polarization is essential for effective parasite clearance in visceral leishmaniasis.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is scientifically accurate and relevant, and it correctly reflects:

-the biological system (BALB/c mice),
-the disease model (visceral leishmaniasis),
-the investigated agents (SLA and Carissa edulis),
-the central finding (synergistic immunostimulation).
However, the title can be strengthened academically by explicitly indicating the immunological mechanism (Th1 bias) and experimental nature of the work.
Suggested Alternative Titles (Recommended)
“Carissa edulis extract enhances Th1-biased immune responses induced by soluble Leishmania donovani antigen in a murine model of visceral leishmaniasis”
	

	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:
Clearly states the aim, methodology, results, and conclusion.
Provides quantitative data (parasite burden, cytokine levels, p-values).
Accurately reflects the experimental outcomes.
Demonstrates strong alignment with the manuscript body.
Limitations and Suggestions
1.Minor grammatical issues

Example:
“To compared” → To compare
2.Methodological clarity

The abstract does not explicitly state that this is an in vivo experimental study.
3.Sample size omission

The number of animals used per group is not indicated.
4.Overcrowding of numerical values

Some excessive percentages and p-values reduce readability.
Suggested Improvements

-Add one sentence specifying:
“This in vivo experimental study was conducted in BALB/c mice.”

-Slightly reduce numerical overload while retaining key statistical significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientific Correctness of the Manuscript
✔ Experimental design is scientifically sound

✔ Appropriate murine model (BALB/c)

✔ Relevant immunological markers selected (IFN-γ, IL-10, IgG subclasses)

✔ Proper control groups included

✔ Appropriate statistical tests applied

✔ Results logically support the conclusions

The biological interpretations regarding:

-Th1/Th2 polarization

-Role of IFN-γ in macrophage activation

-IL-10-mediated parasite persistence

-IgG2a as a marker of protective immunity

are fully consistent with current immunological knowledge.

Minor Scientific Issues

Correlation interpretation

-Positive correlations between parasite burden and IFN-γ should be more cautiously interpreted as reactive immune activation, not protective failure.

Phytochemical characterization

-The extract composition is referenced but not experimentally confirmed (e.g., GC-MS or HPLC).

Long-term immunity

-Memory T-cell responses were not evaluated.

These limitations do not invalidate the study, but should be acknowledged more explicitly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	-References are adequate, relevant, and scientifically appropriate.

-Majority are from 2017–2025, demonstrating strong topical relevance.

-High-quality journals are cited (Frontiers, PLoS, Vaccines, Trends in Parasitology).

Suggestions for Optional Additional References

To strengthen the theoretical framework, the authors may consider citing:

WHO. Leishmaniasis epidemiological update (2023–2024)

Reed et al., Vaccine adjuvants and Th1 polarization, Nat Rev Immunol

O’Hagan et al., Plant-based vaccine adjuvants, NPJ Vaccines
	

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


	Overall Assessment: Good to Very Good
	

	Optional/General comments


	-Scientifically strong experimental design

-Clear novelty and relevance

-Robust immunological data

-Valid statistical analysis

-Only minor issues related to language polishing, title refinement, and abstract clarity

The manuscript is very close to acceptance quality and requires only minor revisions before publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	no

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	no
	

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