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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 document offers a thorough and current analysis of pediatric ADHD research, filtering out the clutter of accelerating diagnostic methods, digital therapies, and pharmaceutical choices to assess their genuine translational preparedness. By rigorously distinguishing secure, actionable evidence from unvalidated claims—such as highlighting the current individual-level limitations of neuroimaging and genomic tools, as well as the divide between unblinded and blinded outcomes in non-pharmacological therapies—it offers the scientific community an essential reality check on existing practices. Moreover, the assessment redirects subsequent scientific investigations away from superfluous placebo-controlled efficacy studies towards essential unresolved areas, such as active-placebo designs, prospectively registered computational validations, and practical patient outcomes. Ultimately, this work provides an essential roadmap for researchers, clinicians, and guideline developers aiming to base pediatric ADHD care on solid, replicable science rather than administrative fluff or exaggerated technological prowess.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is clear, accurate, and precisely reflects the scope and methodology of the manuscript.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The abstract is directional, highly informative, and structured according to standard guidelines for systematic and critical reviews. It provides a complete summary of the study's scope, methodology, key findings, and ultimate implications.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The listed keywords (attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder; child and adolescent psychiatry; diagnostic validity; methylphenidate; neurofeedback; machine learning; critical narrative review) are highly effective, relevant, and precise
Rating: 5 (Excellent)

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The introduction/background section (Section 1 and Section 1.1) is exceptionally thorough, logical, and structured to lay a clear foundation for the rest of the review
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)

The objectives of the manuscript are explicitly, unambiguously, and prominently detailed

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The literature review is directly aligned with the core research question and objectives of the manuscript. It systematically evaluates the most pertinent evidence streams without diverging into irrelevant tangents

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is exceptionally up to date, comprehensive, and rigorously grounded in the most current empirical evidence
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)

The section on Methods for Literature Selection offers an exceptionally detailed, clear, and replicable explanation of how the literature search and assessment were carried out
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The manuscript stands out for conducting a thorough critical narrative analysis instead of just summarizing or cataloguing existing literature. It methodically assesses the potency, structural constraints, and applicability of evidence within all principal segments
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The identification of research gaps and future directions is one of the manuscript's strongest and most detailed sections. Rather than offering generic recommendations, the authors explicitly map out concrete, domain-specific priorities aimed directly at overcoming the field's central measurement limitations
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusions flow directly and logically from the evidence evaluated across the earlier sections of the manuscript. The synthesis avoids overreaching or making unsupported claims, maintaining strict coherence with the preceding critical analysis 
Rating: 5 (Excellent)

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The manuscript includes a dedicated, highly transparent, and self-aware "Limitations" section (Section 10) that thoroughly addresses the inherent constraints of both the review methodology and the underlying evidence base
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The quality of references in this manuscript is exemplary, relying exclusively on high-impact, peer-reviewed journals, national registries, and authoritative clinical guidelines
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES,
The title (Diagnosis and Treatment of Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder in Children: A Critical Narrative Review of Recent Advances and Persistent Uncertainties) is exceptionally suitable, clear, and comprehensive

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract is exceptionally comprehensive, structured, and informative. It thoroughly summarizes all key dimensions of the manuscript in accordance with standard guidelines for narrative and systematic reviews
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The manuscript is scientifically sound, methodologically rigorous, and exceptionally accurate in its appraisal of the current pediatric ADHD literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The references cited throughout the manuscript are exceptionally broad, highly relevant, and up to date

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO

There are no ethical issues identified in this manuscript. This study, conducted as a thorough narrative review relying solely on current, peer-accepted literature, did not include actual human subjects, animal tests, or deal with original, identifiable patient information.
The authors maintain high standards of scholarly integrity throughout:
- Data Sources: All analysed evidence is derived from previously published studies and public databases.
- Methodological Transparency: The search methodology, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and database access limitations are fully disclosed without misrepresenting data sources.
- Scientific Integrity: Prior findings are cited accurately and contextualized objectively, with no evidence of plagiarism, selective reporting, or unsupported fabrications.
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. Hamid KESMAT, University Ibn Tofail, Morocco

Page 3 of 4
V240326


