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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 manuscript is important because it provides experimental evidence on the neuroprotective potential of Brassica oleracea against naphthalene-induced cerebellar toxicity, a relatively underexplored area in neurotoxicology. The study integrates biochemical and histopathological endpoints, strengthening the mechanistic understanding of oxidative stress-mediated neuronal injury and its attenuation by dietary antioxidants. Given increasing environmental exposure to polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons such as naphthalene, the findings have relevance for both experimental neuroscience and public health research. Additionally, the work contributes to the growing body of literature supporting plant-derived antioxidants as potential adjuncts in neuroprotection.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, specific, and accurately reflects the content and scope of the study. It clearly identifies the intervention (Brassica oleracea extract), the toxicant (naphthalene), the target organ (cerebellum), and the experimental model (adult male 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.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and well structured, covering the aim, methodology, key results, and conclusion. However, minor improvements are suggested:

Specify that oxidative stress markers were assessed in serum to improve clarity.

Briefly mention the dose-dependent effect observed with Brassica oleracea.

Correct minor grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., “natural therapeutics” to “natural therapeutic agent”).

No major deletions are required.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design, choice of animal model, dosing regimen, biochemical assays, histopathological evaluation, and statistical analyses are appropriate and consistent with standard practices in toxicology and neuroscience research. The interpretations of results are logical and supported by relevant literature. Minor methodological clarifications (e.g., extract yield or justification of dose selection) could further strengthen the study but do not undermine its scientific validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient, relevant, and include several recent publications (2023–2025), indicating engagement with current literature. The citations adequately support the background, methodology, and discussion. No essential references appear to be missing. Inclusion of one or two additional recent studies on plant-based neuroprotection or PAH-induced neurotoxicity could be optional but is not mandatory.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript demonstrates good scientific writing quality. Minor grammatical errors, typographical issues, and occasional inconsistencies in tense and pluralization are present and should be corrected during copyediting. These issues do not obscure meaning and can be resolved with minor revision.
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