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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 investigates the neurotoxic effects of Artequin—a common artemisinin-based combination antimalarial therapy—on hippocampal–cerebellar structures in adult Wistar rats, using neurobehavioral, histological, and immunohistochemical assessments. The experimental question is relevant given the widespread use of Artequin, and the methods are broadly appropriate.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	"Neurohistochemical and Immunological Assessment of Cerebellar–Hippocampal Connectivity Following Artequin Exposure in Adult Wistar 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.


	1. Add background context (1–2 lines): Include a sentence on the clinical relevance of Artequin and why its neurological impact is worth investigating. Suggested addition:"Artequin, a commonly used artemisinin-based antimalarial therapy, has been associated with central nervous system side effects, yet its effects on hippocampal–cerebellar function remain unclear."

2. Clarify methodology briefly: Mention the total duration of the study and what specific immunomarkers were used (e.g., NFL).

3. Results section: Quantitative data (e.g., percentage change in alternation behavior or Nissl density) would improve scientific weight.

4. Language refinement: Phrases like “knockouts of neurofilament proteins” are imprecise — better to say “reduction” or “decreased expression” unless genetic knockout is involved.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and presents a valid study design, appropriate methodology, and coherent data interpretation. However, while the core scientific content is correct, there are some areas that need refinement for clarity, precision, and rigor. Here's a breakdown:
1. Terminology: The term "knockout" of neurofilament proteins is misleading unless referring to genetic models. This should be corrected to "reduced expression" or "depletion".

2. Quantitative data: While qualitative results are strong, the manuscript would benefit from more quantitative results (e.g., % reduction in Nissl density, neurofilament intensity scores), preferably with graphs.

3. Control Validity: The control group only received water. It might strengthen the study to mention if a vehicle control was considered, especially if artequin was dissolved in any substance other than water.

4. Statistical Reporting: Some statistical outcomes lack exact p-values or confidence intervals. Including these would enhance transparency.

5. Mechanistic depth: The discussion could further explore mechanisms of artequin-induced neurotoxicity, such as oxidative stress or mitochondrial damage, even if speculative, to enrich scientific context.

6. Literature updates: A few references (e.g., WHO 2024) are cited but should be clearly linked to public domain reports or DOIs.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	A. On Neurotoxicity of Antimalarials: Saini-Chohan H. S. et al. (2021). Neurotoxic potential of antimalarials: a systematic review. Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 124, 89–100.
B. On Hippocampal–Cerebellar Interactions: Watson T. C. et al. (2019). Mapping the structural and functional connectivity of the cerebellar–hippocampal network. Nature Neuroscience, 22, 100–112.

C. On Neurofilament as a Biomarker: Khalil M. et al. (2018). Neurofilaments as biomarkers in neurological disorders. Nature Reviews Neurology, 14, 577–589.

D. On Drug-Induced Chromatolysis or Neuronal Damage: Lee Y. S. et al. (2020). Drug-induced neurotoxicity and chromatolysis in rodent models: mechanisms and implications. Toxicologic Pathology, 48(2), 239–251.


	

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


	The manuscript demonstrates a good understanding of scientific content, but the English language quality is only moderately suitable for scholarly communication. It requires thorough language revision to meet the standards of international peer-reviewed journals.
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