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	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 is important for the scientific community as it explores a novel adjunctive strategy for depression therapy by combining probiotics and vitamin C with a commonly prescribed SSRI, citalopram hydrobromide. By integrating microbiome modulation and antioxidant mechanisms, the study provides valuable insights into the multifactorial pathophysiology of depression. The findings not only strengthen the preclinical evidence for gut–brain axis interventions but also open avenues for developing safer and more effective treatment approaches. This work could serve as a foundation for future translational and clinical research in psychiatric disorders.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable as it reflects the content and scope of the study. However, it could be shortened and made more concise for clarity. A possible alternative could be:

“Adjunctive Effects of Probiotics and Vitamin C on Citalopram in a Preclinical Depression Model”

This version conveys the same meaning but in a more direct and reader-friendly manner.
	

	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 covers the main aspects of the study but could be improved for clarity and structure. I recommend restructuring it into four distinct parts: Background and Objective, Materials and Methods, Results, and Conclusion. This will improve readability and ensure consistency with common scientific reporting standards. Some sentences are lengthy and could be shortened to avoid redundancy, focusing on the essential findings only. In addition, the keywords should be arranged in strict alphabetical order. These changes will make the abstract more concise, reader-friendly, and scientifically rigorous.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its overall concept and methodology. The use of a stress-induced depression model in Swiss albino mice, together with validated behavioral tests (FST, TST, and actophotometer), supports the reliability of the findings. The combination therapy rationale is also biologically plausible, linking microbiome modulation and antioxidant effects with serotonergic pathways. However, the small sample size (n=3 per group) limits the statistical power and generalizability of the results. In addition, molecular or biochemical markers were not assessed, which would have strengthened the mechanistic conclusions. With these limitations noted, the work remains scientifically correct but requires cautious interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are relevant but many of them are rather old, with several key citations dating back to the early 2000s. For a preclinical study on depression and gut–brain axis, it would strengthen the manuscript to include more recent references (from the past 5–7 years) that reflect the latest findings in probiotics, antioxidants, and adjunctive therapies. In addition, please check that all references include their DOI numbers, as some currently do not. Updating the reference list with recent, high-quality sources and ensuring consistent formatting in Vancouver style will improve the scientific rigor of the paper.
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally clear and scientifically understandable, with well-structured ideas and logical flow. However, it requires refinement for publication due to minor grammar issues, inconsistent use of articles and terminology, long or repetitive sentences, and some typographical errors. The tone is occasionally overly emphatic and should be made more neutral. Professional English editing is recommended to improve clarity, consistency, and readability. With these revisions, the manuscript would be suitable for submission to scientific journals.
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