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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback 


	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 research reveals that combined use of cannabis and methamphetamine has a dual effect on the liver and kidneys. While methamphetamine causes significant damage, cannabis appears to contain compounds that may protect these vital organs. These findings provide a scientific basis for a better understanding of the mechanisms of damage and protection associated with the use of these substances, opening the door to the development of new preventive treatments in the field of alternative medicine.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the content of the research. 

It could be improved to be more accurate:

"The effect of cannabis and methamphetamine on liver and kidney function in adult male Wistar rats: a comparative study"
	

	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 is comprehensive and reflects the purpose and main findings. 

However, I suggest:

1. Add a sentence explaining the number of animals used and the group distribution.

2. State the statistical significance when comparing groups (p<0.05).

Further clarify the potential mechanism of the protective effect of cannabis
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The research is scientifically sound, the methodology is clear, the groupings are appropriate, and the results are supported by a sound scientific discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are appropriate, but most are not recent. 
It would be preferable to include references from 2020–2024, especially on:

1. The hepatic and renal effects of methamphetamine.

The antioxidant properties of cannabis.

	

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


	The language is good.
but needs ''minor improvements'' in scientific formulation and linguistic accuracy, especially in the introduction and discussion.
	

	Optional/General comments


	 It is preferable to include a graph summarizing the changes in liver enzymes and kidney function.

 Further elucidation of the molecular mechanism in the discussion will enhance the strength of the study
Notes on the Introduction

1. Excessive Length and Detail
 The introduction is too long and resembles a mini-review rather than an introduction to empirical research.
 It contains historical and narrative details (such as the use of methamphetamine in World War II or US laws) that are not directly related to the subject of the rat study.
2. Lack of a clear connection to the current research
 The knowledge gap is not clearly and directly identified:
 What is not yet known?
 Why is this particular study needed?
 What is the scientific hypothesis behind the research?
3.  Unevenness in Scientific Style
 Some paragraphs are written in a general encyclopedic/instructional style (such as the definition of the liver and kidneys) rather than part of a research introduction.
 The focus sometimes shifts to anatomical or descriptive descriptions that do not directly add value to the research (e.g., "The liver is pinkish-brown and weighs 1500).
4. Unbalanced References
 Some references are based on very old sources (Gray and Lewis 2000, Mary Quinette 2013), while more recent sources can be used.
 Some paragraphs lack direct references despite containing essential scientific information (such as prevalence rates or some of the physiological effects of cannabinoids).

Notes on the Discussion
1. Introduction to the Discussion

Begin the discussion with a short paragraph summarizing the purpose of the study and the reason for choosing the liver and kidney as indicators of toxic effects.

2. Section on Cannabis and Methamphetamine in General

Avoid repeating known information about the general use of each substance if it is not directly related to the results.

Focus on the toxic or protective effects relevant to the results you obtained.

3. Explain the Liver-Related Results

Use clear language linking your results to the potential mechanism.

Include a sentence about the safe dose of cannabis and why it did not cause an elevation in enzymes.

Relate the results of the combined groups (D and E) to the mechanism.

4. Explain the Kidney-Related Results

Focus on data related to kidney function only, stating significant figures in a descriptive manner.

State the proposed mechanism of protection when combining methamphetamine and cannabis.

5. Linking to Previous Studies

Use more powerful language when comparing results to previous studies.

7. Add a concluding paragraph to the discussion.

It is best to end the discussion with a sentence summarizing:

1. The main findings of the research.

2. The potential applications of cannabis as a protective agent.

3. The need for further studies to confirm the mechanism and dosages.
- Suggested Revisions to Sources

1. Standardize Citation Style

Some sources are written in APA style (with full names and year in parentheses), while others are in Vancouver or abbreviated style. The style should be standardized according to the journal's manual (often Vancouver or APA).

2. Update very old references

e.g., Gray & Lewis (2000) → It is best to replace it with a more recent source or a contemporary physiology book (e.g., Guyton, 14th edition, 2020).

3. Check for incomplete details

Substance Abuse Center for Behavioral Health Statistics and Quality: The exact publication date and DOI/URL are not provided.

IDA for Teens (2017): It should be clearly stated that it is a website with the access date.

Arkansas Department of Human Services (2024)**: An official URL or DOI should be provided if available.

4. Eliminate duplication or inconsistency.

For example, Guyton & Hall (2016) and Alpern (2019) are both taken from Textbook of Medical Physiology, so their citations should be consistent.

Brenner & Rector (2018) are also duplicated with Moe (2018), as they are both from the same book. It is better to maintain a consistent style.

5. Add a DOI or hyperlink.

Articles published in journals (e.g., Parker 2019, Barutta 2018, Dibba 2018, Ismail 2018) should be included.

6. Cite books correctly.

Instead of:

Gray H, Lewis WH. (2000). Gray's Anatomy of the Human Body. 20th Edition.

Better:

Gray H., Lewis W\H. Gray's Anatomy of the Human Body. 20th ed. New York: Bartley; 2000.

7. Explain electronic sources

Such as:

NIDA for Teens. (2017). Methamphetamine (Meth).

Best:

National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA). Methamphetamine (Meth). NIDA for Teens. 2017. Available from: \[URL]. Accessed \[date].

	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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