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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.
	The work provides useful insights into the biological effects of UV-induced oxidative stress and the potential protective role of vanillic acid. The findings may stimulate further studies aimed at understanding how natural phenolic compounds can be utilized to counteract oxidative damage and its associated physiological consequences.
	




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 study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	4
	

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. 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
	4
	




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.

	The manuscript addresses evidence for the antioxidant and neuroprotective effects of vanillic acid in UV-exposed Drosophila melanogaster. The manuscript concludes that vanillic acid protects against UV-induced tumor formation, yet no direct tumor-related data are presented to support this conclusion.  "Neurobehavioral impairments" is supported by behavioral assays, but evidence for neuroprotection is indirect. The title can be revised as per results.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Key experimental details such as UV exposure conditions, vanillic acid dosage, and sample size missing. Need minor modification
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	1. “Flies treated with vanillic acid in combination with UV exposure showed an improvement in climbing ability relative to UV-treated flies”- However table values contradict the statement.
2. The experiment is planned for behavioural studies and oxidative stress parameters. The terms "tumor-bearing flies," "tumor progression," and "tumor-associated behavioral dysfunction" are used t the manuscript, without direct evidence of tumor development or progression.
3. “In the present study, UV-exposed and NDEA-treated Drosophila melanogaster exhibited significant alterations in behavioural parameters,” ; “In agreement with these reports, VA administration in the present study significantly reduced lipid peroxidation markers, particularly thiobarbituric acid reactive substances (TBARS), in NDEA-induced flies. “The study only focusses on UV exposure. The discussion refers NDEA treated.
4. Statistical data provide but number of replications not mentioned. Exact p-values are not reported.

The study addresses insights into the potential antioxidant and protective effects of vanillic acid to UV-exposed Drosophila melanogaster. The findings are promising; however, several aspects of the manuscript would benefit from further clarification and refinement. Evidence is required to support claims related to tumor formation and suppression and discussion points should be restricted to data obtained from the study. Providemore detailed methodological and statistical information and reproducibility of the work. Addressing these issues would substantially strengthen the manuscript and improve its overall scientific impact

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Suggestion: Include more literature from 2022–2026
	

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

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

	No
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