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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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 focuses on the glymphatic system, an area of research that is changing how scientists understand how the brain clears waste and maintains its internal balance. By bringing together current knowledge on its mechanisms and its links to neurological diseases, the review helps clarify why disruptions in this system may contribute to conditions such as Alzheimer’s and Parkinson’s disease. It also points toward practical therapeutic possibilities, including improving sleep quality and targeting specific molecular pathways. Overall, the manuscript offers a timely and meaningful contribution that can guide future research and encourage new approaches to protecting brain health.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title, “The Glymphatic Network as a Therapeutic Frontier in Neurology,” is engaging but here is my recommendation
 “The Glymphatic System: Mechanisms, Pathophysiology, and Therapeutic Perspectives”
 “Glymphatic Function in Health and Neurological Disease: Mechanisms and Emerging Therapeutic Targets”

	

	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 generally clear, structured, and informative. It successfully outlines the background, objective, major mechanisms, disease associations, and therapeutic relevance of the glymphatic system. It provides readers with a solid overview of what to expect from the manuscript.
[bookmark: _GoBack]However, a few refinements could strengthen it. First, the “Methodology” section is somewhat generic; if the review is not systematic in nature, this section could either be simplified or removed to avoid giving the impression of a formal systematic review. Second, the abstract could briefly acknowledge that certain aspects of glymphatic transport (such as the relative roles of diffusion and bulk flow) remain under active scientific debate. Including one sentence reflecting this ongoing discussion would enhance balance and scientific rigor. Finally, some minor repetition between the background and conclusion could be reduced to make the abstract more concise and impactful.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound and accurately reflects the current understanding of the glymphatic system. The descriptions of cerebrospinal fluid–interstitial fluid exchange, the role of aquaporin-4, the influence of sleep and adrenergic signaling, and the associations with neurodegenerative disorders are generally consistent with established literature. The referenced studies are appropriate and include several foundational and recent contributions to the field.
However, certain statements would benefit from more cautious wording. In particular, the mechanisms of glymphatic transport especially the extent to which convective bulk versus diffusion dominates remain an area of ongoing debate, and this uncertainty is not fully acknowledged. Additionally, some disease associations are presented in a way that may imply causation where the evidence is still largely correlative. These points do not undermine the overall scientific validity of the manuscript but should be refined to ensure balanced and precise interpretation.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript would benefit from inclusion of additional studies that address ongoing controversies in the field, particularly those questioning the extent of directional bulk flow versus diffusion-dominated transport. Incorporating key modeling and critical perspective papers would strengthen scientific balance. In addition, more human imaging studies using advanced MRI techniques to assess glymphatic function in clinical populations could enhance translational relevance. Including a few recent clinical or longitudinal studies examining glymphatic alterations in neurodegenerative disease would also further support the therapeutic framing of the review.
	

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

	The language quality is acceptable for publication, but careful proofreading and minor stylistic refinement are recommended to ensure a polished academic standard.
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	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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