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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 correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	The manuscript examines the mechanisms and novel potential of vitamin C and E on the myelin, oligodendrocytes, and inflammatory markers of Rohypnol-exposed Amygdala. The aim is to understand the impact of repeated oral vitamin C and E administration on the temporal lobe in BZD-treated rodents. Indeed, their research focused on the potential of ascorbic acid and α-tocopherol to ameliorate behavioural disorders, induce antioxidant effects, and associated amygdala immunohistopathological changes. While the topic is interesting, several significant issues need to be addressed.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is adequate for its purpose, yet it lacks a sense of engagement. We propose “Investigating the Promising Potential of Vitamins C and E on Myelin, Oligodendrocytes, and Inflammatory Markers in the Amygdala of Rohypnol-Exposed Rats.”
	

	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 of the article is thorough; however, some issues need to be addressed.
1. Authors should state clearly the rationale of the study.

2. What do they mean by “the control group was exposed to normal atmospheric air”?

3. Why was chloroform used for anaesthesia? A perfusion fixation would not be better?

4. What about immunohistopathological results?

5. The conclusion is not related to the aim since the antioxidant properties of Vitamins C and E are well documented.
6. There are a lot of typos and grammatical errors.
7. Keywords should be reviewed
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Despite a sound methodology and an engaging purpose, several issues need addressing.
1. The absence of the study's rationale, aim, and hypothesis in the introduction.
2. Authors did not mention the route of administration for all substances in the methodology.
3. Procurement of Vitamins C and E has to be mentioned.
4. Why did the Authors realize the brain homogenate at room temperature? Is it an established protocol? If yes, added the reference. Further, they can give approximately the value of the room temperature.
5. What is the protocol of amygdala identification? How was the amygdala expression count carried out? Why the amygdala?
6. Please specify the protocol of glutathione peroxidase activity evaluation.
7. Is there a difference between histopathological and immunohistopathological analyses? Between biomedical and biochemical analyses?

8. Kindly uniformize the writing of probability values (P or p?) and abbreviations.
9. Please rewrite the discussion section, compare your results with recent literature.
10. The most significant concern about this manuscript is the conclusion, which fails to establish a clear connection with the study's objectives. Why did Authors talk about the substancia nigra? In all the manuscript, they are talking about the amygdala.

11. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The citations used in the manuscript are outdated and need to be updated to align with the journal's specific formatting and referencing guidelines. 
	

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


	No, there are a lot of typos and grammatical errors.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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