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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 study demonstrates experimentally for the first time the potential effects of theaflavin, a natural compound, in the treatment of attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) symptoms due to prenatal alcohol exposure. Considering the side effects of drugs currently used in ADHD treatment, it is important to evaluate safer, antioxidant natural compounds such as theaflavin. The study demonstrates the neuroprotective effect of theaflavin by providing multi-layered data at both behavioural and histological levels. In this context, the study may contribute to the development of new therapeutic approaches.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title accurately reflects the content of the study. However, as a small suggestion, it can be made more academic and shorter:

“Theaflavin Improves ADHD-like Symptoms in a Rodent Model of Prenatal Alcohol Exposure”
	

	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 summary is generally comprehensive. However, minor linguistic corrections are necessary. The findings section should be written in clearer sentences: each test result should be given in separate clear sentences.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Generally, yes. The methodology and analyses are detailed. But the following points should be improved:

· Statistical analysis is only specified as ANOVA + Tukey. Additional information such as effect size is not given.

· Although the neuron density measurement methodology is explained, it is stated that blinding is not performed at critical points such as ‘inter-reader variability’; this may create a methodological weakness.

· Statistical signs in the graphs are not clear, some figure descriptions are insufficient.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the sources are generally quite up-to-date between 2022-2024. However, some studies used a large number of references from their own country. It is recommended to use more references from international journals.
	

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


	Partially sufficient. However, there are the following problems: There are grammatical and structural problems in some sentences.

· There are basic mistakes such as the frequent misuse of ‘were used’ instead of ‘was used’.

· Unnecessary repetitions should be avoided in some places.

Linguistic editing is therefore recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article fills an important gap in terms of subject matter. However, some points, both linguistic and methodological, need to be improved. It is acceptable after revision.
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