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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 paper reviews new ways to fight ticks using vaccines instead of chemicals. It covers key antigens, new technologies like mRNA and microbiota-based vaccines, and links to One Health. The review bridges foundational knowledge with cutting-edge approaches, and offers insight into antigen discovery, immune mechanisms, and gene-editing integrations. It’s useful for tick and disease control research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title is suitable but could be refined to “Recent Advances in Tick Vaccine Development and Future Prospects”
	

	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 does a decent job of highlighting why ticks are a problem and how vaccines could help, but it could be clearer and more focused. It would help to clearly state that the review looks at both the history of tick vaccines and the latest developments like DNA, mRNA, and microbiota-based strategies.

Right now, the shift from describing tick issues to talking about vaccines feels a bit sudden. Breaking that into two clear parts such as: what the problem is, and what the review proposes, would make it easier to follow. There’s also a line that says “interfering with the functions can greatly decrease the tick populations,” which is pretty unclear. That could be rephrased or cut altogether.

Lastly, it would be great to end the abstract with a sentence that points to the future, something about how these new approaches could lead to better, more sustainable tick control. That would give it a stronger finish.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct, although a few areas need clearer explanations or minor corrections, or phrasing for better clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are both sufficient and recent.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English language quality is mostly fine, but a few parts need editing to improve clarity and flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is good and contains relevant information of tick vaccine development. Minor revision mainly on clarity and grammar
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 details)
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