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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.


	This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it addresses a clinically significant but still insufficiently explored aspect of Parkinson’s disease, namely the management of non-motor symptoms such as depression. By investigating the effects of cannabidiol and tetrahydrocannabinol in a reserpine-induced Parkinson’s disease mouse model, the study contributes valuable preclinical data on the possible therapeutic role of cannabinoids in neuropsychiatric manifestations of neurodegeneration. The work is especially relevant because current Parkinson’s disease treatments remain more effective for motor symptoms than for affective and cognitive complications. Overall, the manuscript adds to the growing body of translational research on cannabinoid-based interventions and may help stimulate further mechanistic and clinical investigations in this area.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is partially suitable, as it identifies the key compounds studied and the Parkinson’s disease model used. However, it is not fully accurate because the manuscript does not primarily assess cognitive function; rather, it focuses on antidepressant-like effects and dopamine changes in a reserpine-induced mouse model. In addition, the wording of the title is grammatically improper and could be made more precise and scientifically polished. A more appropriate title would be: “Antidepressant-Like Effects of Cannabidiol and Tetrahydrocannabinol in a Reserpine-Induced Mouse Model of Parkinson’s Disease.
	

	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 comprehensive, as it presents the background, aim, experimental groups, and principal findings. However, I recommend substantial revision for clarity, precision, and scientific consistency. First, some background wording is too informal for a scientific abstract; expressions such as “sadness” should be replaced with standard terminology such as depression or depressive symptoms. Second, the abstract should explicitly state the main outcome measures assessed, namely forced swim test immobility time and brain dopamine concentration, rather than only summarising treatment effects. Importantly, the sentence stating that CBD and THC reduced immobility time “compared to the normal control group” appears inaccurate and should be corrected, as the results section indicates the relevant comparison is with the reserpine-only group. I would also suggest making the conclusion more cautious by stating that the compounds showed antidepressant-like effects in a preclinical model, rather than directly implying therapeutic efficacy in Parkinson’s disease patients.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is only partially scientifically correct in its current form. The overall research question is relevant and the experimental structure is understandable, but there are several important scientific inconsistencies that should be addressed before the work can be considered robust. Most notably, the title and framing refer to cognitive function, yet the reported behavioural assessment is the forced swim test, which evaluates depressive-like behaviour rather than cognition. In addition, the abstract states that treatment reduced immobility time compared to the normal control group, whereas the results section shows that the appropriate comparison is with the reserpine-only group. There is also a methodological inconsistency in the dopamine analysis: the methods describe assessment from the right half of the harvested brain, while the discussion interprets the findings specifically as dopamine changes in the substantia nigra pars compacta, which is not clearly supported by the described procedure. For these reasons, I would say the manuscript is scientifically promising but not yet scientifically accurate enough without revision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partially sufficient, and the list includes a reasonable combination of foundational papers and some recent citations from 2023–2024. However, for a manuscript focused specifically on CBD/THC in Parkinson’s disease and depressive-like outcomes, the bibliography is still not fully up to date and would benefit from the inclusion of more recent review articles directly addressing cannabinoids in PD. I would recommend adding, for example, Alves et al. (2024), Use of phytocannabinoids in animal models of Parkinson’s disease: Systematic review, Hafida et al. (2024), CBD’s potential impact on Parkinson’s disease: An updated overview, and Khaspekov & Illarioshkin (2024), Therapeutic Application of Modulators of Endogenous Cannabinoid System in Parkinson’s Disease. In addition, the reference list requires editorial revision because some entries appear incomplete or inconsistently formatted, which reduces the overall scholarly quality of the manuscript.
	

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


	The English language quality is not yet fully suitable for scholarly communication and requires substantial editing by a fluent scientific writer or professional language editor before publication. Although the manuscript is generally understandable, there are frequent problems with grammar, syntax, article usage, sentence structure, punctuation, and scientific style. In several places, the wording is too informal for an academic paper; for example, the abstract uses expressions such as “sadness” instead of the more appropriate scientific term “depression” or “depressive symptoms.” There are also multiple improper constructions and stylistic inconsistencies, including problems in the title itself, inconsistent tense and phrasing, and errors in reference formatting. Overall, the manuscript communicates the main ideas, but the English requires major revision to meet the standards of an international scientific journal.
	

	Optional/General comments


	- This manuscript addresses a relevant and potentially useful topic, especially the possible role of cannabinoids in non-motor manifestations of Parkinson’s disease. However, the current version has several important weaknesses, including mismatch between the title and the actual outcomes assessed, overinterpretation of findings, incomplete ethical reporting, and substantial language problems. In addition, some methodological and reporting inconsistencies reduce confidence in the scientific presentation. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

Yes, there are important ethical reporting concerns in the current manuscript. The study uses live mice and reports repeated intraperitoneal administration, behavioural testing, and sacrifice, yet I could not find a clear statement of approval by an institutional animal ethics committee, approval number, or confirmation that the work was conducted in accordance with accepted animal welfare guidelines. In addition, the manuscript does not adequately describe humane endpoints, monitoring of animal distress, or the method of euthanasia, which are important for ethical transparency in animal experimentation. Although a competing interests statement is included, the manuscript should still be revised to add a full animal ethics approval and welfare compliance statement before it can be considered ethically complete.
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