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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.
	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	
	

	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.
	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
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	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents an interesting and timely topic, focusing on the therapeutic potential of Cannabis sativa, particularly THC and CBD, in Alzheimer's disease (AD). However, several major issues require attention to enhance the scientific rigor, clarity, and impact of the study.

The methodology lacks sufficient detail. While it is stated that a bibliographic review was conducted, the inclusion and exclusion criteria, the number of studies reviewed, data extraction process, and critical appraisal methods are not clearly described. A PRISMA-style flow diagram or tabulated summary of selected studies would strengthen the transparency and reproducibility of the review.

The results and discussion section combines findings from various studies without distinguishing between preclinical (in vitro/in vivo) and clinical evidence. This may lead to overgeneralization of the benefits. It is important to separate and compare findings from animal models and human studies, as their translational value differs.

There is insufficient critical engagement with conflicting or negative findings. Although positive outcomes of THC and CBD are emphasized, the limitations or inconclusive evidence from some studies are underexplored. A balanced discussion is essential to avoid bias and to better reflect the current state of the literature.

The discussion should delve deeper into the mechanisms by which CBD and THC exert neuroprotective effects, referencing known molecular targets such as CB1, CB2 receptors, oxidative stress pathways, and neuroinflammatory cascades. This would enhance the mechanistic understanding of how cannabinoids might affect Alzheimer's pathology.

The safety profile of cannabinoids, particularly in elderly populations with comorbidities and polypharmacy, requires a more comprehensive and nuanced discussion. The mention of drug interactions and dependence is too brief and lacks depth regarding pharmacokinetics, contraindications, or specific risks.

Include some relevant bibliographic doi.org/10.1007/978-981-97-9959-6_10, 10.1007/978-981-97-9959-6_4, doi.org/10.1201/9781003464648, doi.org/10.1201/9781032620442, DOI:10.2174/97816810877261210101 in your manuscript.

The conclusion appears overly optimistic given the exploratory nature of the review and the limitations mentioned. While the therapeutic potential is acknowledged, the conclusion should be more cautious and clearly state that existing evidence is preliminary and does not yet support routine clinical use.

The reference to “three key questions” guiding the analysis is vague, as these questions are not presented or discussed in the manuscript. Including these questions explicitly and showing how each article contributed to answering them would improve coherence and structure.

Finally, language and structure throughout the text require refinement. Some sentences are imprecise or overly general, and clarity would benefit from more specific examples or citations. Organizing the discussion thematically (e.g., symptom relief, neuroprotection, safety concerns) would improve readability and impact.
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