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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 an important and timely topic by linking proactive medical approaches to Kawasaki disease and other infectious immunological conditions. Kawasaki disease is a significant pediatric vasculitis with potential long-term cardiac complications, and exploring “proactive medicine” (e.g. early intervention, immunization, and preventive care) in this context is valuable for clinicians and researchers. The paper’s review of immunological aspects and potential infection triggers could contribute new insights to pediatric care and preventive strategies. Overall, the work seems to offer a useful perspective on an emerging area of pediatric health, and it could help stimulate further research or clinical guidelines on prevention and early management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title (“The Relationship and Role of Proactive Medicine in Kawasaki Disease and Infectious Immunological Diseases”) is generally appropriate in reflecting the manuscript’s scope. It clearly signals that the paper will discuss Kawasaki disease and related conditions in the context of “proactive medicine.” One suggestion might be to streamline the phrasing for clarity – for example, “Proactive Medicine in Kawasaki Disease and Related Infectious Immunological Disorders.” This could make the title slightly more concise and emphasize the focus on proactive care. If the term “proactive medicine” is not widely known, a brief clarification in the introduction (or title subtitle) may also help the reader
	

	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 provides a useful summary of the background and aims, but it could be strengthened by including specific details on methods and key findings or conclusions. For example, if this is a review or study, stating whether data were analyzed or if this is a systematic review would improve transparency. Including one or two concrete results or take-home messages (e.g. “early immunomodulatory therapy may improve outcomes”) would make the abstract more informative. If word count is limited, focusing on the most novel findings and clear conclusions will enhance the abstract’s impact. Overall, the abstract covers the general topic, but adding explicit information on methodology and primary conclusions would improve comprehensiveness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study’s framework and reasoning appear scientifically sound. The manuscript seems to draw on current immunological understanding and clinical experience with Kawasaki disease. As the study seems to be primarily literature-based or conceptual, I assume the authors have integrated clinical cases or reviews of evidence. The arguments are logical, and there is a clear link drawn between infection, immunity, and Kawasaki pathogenesis. For minor improvement, the authors should ensure that any claims (such as the effectiveness of specific proactive measures) are supported by data or cited studies. If any patient data or case series are included, the description of study design, sample size, and analysis should be made explicit. Overall, the scientific approach is appropriate, but some methodological details could be clarified for rigor (e.g. search strategy if it’s a review).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list appears generally sufficient and includes many relevant sources. I note that several recent key publications (2021–2024) on Kawasaki disease and pediatric immunology are cited, which is excellent. However, it would strengthen the manuscript to ensure that all statements, especially regarding new therapies or epidemiological trends, are backed by up-to-date references. I suggest checking for the most recent consensus guidelines or large studies in Kawasaki disease (for example, any 2023 clinical guidelines or cohort studies) to ensure nothing critical is missing. Additionally, if the concept of “proactive medicine” is central, a reference defining this term in a medical context might be useful. Overall, the reference list is adequate, but a final review for the very latest publications in this fast-evolving field is recommended.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in generally clear English, and the ideas are conveyed well. A few sentences could be rephrased for better readability – for instance, watch for occasional long complex sentences that might be broken into shorter ones for clarity. There are minor grammatical issues and typos (e.g. subject-verb agreement or punctuation) that should be corrected. The use of medical terms is appropriate, but I suggest a careful language edit to fix any awkward phrasing or minor errors. Overall, the language quality is acceptable but would benefit from a final proofreading or copy-edit to polish the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The overall presentation of the paper is good. The introduction effectively sets the stage, and the discussion ties the ideas together well. The tables/figures (if any) are relevant; ensure that all figures have clear captions and units. The flow between sections is logical. One formatting suggestion: ensure consistent use of headings (e.g. all Methods, Results, Discussion headings are styled similarly) and check that any abbreviations are defined at first use. The paper is concise yet comprehensive. Clarifying the definition of “proactive medicine” early on (possibly with an example) might help readers unfamiliar with the term. In summary, the manuscript is well-structured and only needs minor improvements in clarity and detail.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No obvious ethical concerns are identified with the manuscript as it stands. The work appears to be a review or discussion of existing knowledge, so specific ethical approvals are not applicable. If patient cases or clinical data are included anywhere, the manuscript should mention that appropriate ethical approval or informed consent was obtained. Otherwise, no ethical issues are apparent.
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