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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 manuscript contributes to the growing body of research on environmental neurotoxicity by elucidating the behavioural and biochemical effects of Bisphenol A exposure. It is particularly important in highlighting the therapeutic potential of D-ribose L-cysteine as a modulator of oxidative stress and neurobehavioral disturbances. The study integrates behavioural assays with biochemical markers, offering a more comprehensive understanding of underlying mechanisms. Such findings may inform future research on antioxidant-based interventions for mood disorders linked to environmental toxins.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is generally clear, specific, and reflects the key variables studied (D-ribose L-cysteine, Bisphenol A, and neurobehavioural outcomes in mice). However, it could be slightly improved for conciseness and readability, as it is somewhat long and dense.

	

	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
	4 = Good 
The abstract clearly summarizes the aim, methodology, principal findings, and conclusion of the study, but it would be strengthened by including more specific quantitative results and clearer details on statistical significance.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant and align well with the core themes of the study, including the toxicant (Bisphenol A), intervention (D-ribose L-cysteine), and key outcomes (anxiety, depression, oxidative stress, behavioural changes). However, they could be slightly refined by avoiding redundancy (e.g., “behavioural changes” overlaps with anxiety and depression) and by including more specific terms like “neuroprotection” or “antioxidant therapy.”

	

	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 = Good 
The background information is relevant, logically organized, and provides adequate context on BPA neurotoxicity and the potential protective role of D-ribose-L-cysteine, though inclusion of more recent mechanistic studies would further strengthen the section.
	

	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 = Good 
The research objective is clearly presented in the abstract and introduction, focusing on evaluating the protective effects of D-ribose-L-cysteine against BPA-induced behavioural and oxidative changes, although explicit hypotheses could be stated more directly.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and provides appropriate background on Bisphenol A toxicity and its neurobehavioral effects, as well as the role of oxidative stress. It also incorporates relatively recent references, indicating an effort to stay up to date. However, it could be strengthened by including more recent studies (last 2–3 years) and a deeper critical analysis rather than primarily descriptive coverage.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The research methodology is generally appropriate and well-aligned with the study objectives, combining behavioural assessments with biochemical analyses to investigate both functional and mechanistic outcomes. The use of established animal models and validated tests strengthens the study design. However, some aspects (e.g., dosing rationale, frequency of BPA administration, and clarity in experimental procedures) could be described more precisely to improve reproducibility.

	

	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
	4 = Good 
Ethical considerations were addressed by stating compliance with NIH guidelines and providing institutional ethics approval details, though the approval statement would benefit from clearer formatting and complete verification of the approval number.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The results are generally organized according to the different behavioural and biochemical parameters, which helps readability. However, there are notable issues with clarity, including repetitive phrasing, grammatical inconsistencies, and some mismatches between figure descriptions and study context (e.g., references to vanadium instead of BPA). Improved presentation, clearer data interpretation, and careful editing would enhance overall clarity.

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory 
The tables and figures are relevant and necessary for presenting the findings, but several captions contain labeling inconsistencies, numbering errors, and formatting issues that should be corrected to improve clarity and professionalism.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The discussion is limited and does not adequately integrate the study findings with existing literature. While the results are described, there is little critical comparison with previous studies or exploration of similarities and differences. Strengthening this section with deeper interpretation and proper contextualization within current research would significantly improve the manuscript.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are generally supported by the presented behavioural and biochemical data, which consistently show the protective effects of D-ribose L-cysteine against BPA-induced alterations. However, the conclusions are somewhat broad and could be more cautious in interpretation, avoiding overgeneralization beyond the experimental conditions.

	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement 
The manuscript does not adequately discuss important study limitations, such as small sample size, short treatment duration, use of only male mice, and limited mechanistic validation, which should be acknowledged to provide balanced interpretation.
	

	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 = Good 
The references are generally relevant and sufficient in number, covering both foundational methods and recent literature, though a few additional recent studies on BPA neurotoxicity and antioxidant interventions would further strengthen the manuscript.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory 
The manuscript is generally understandable, but numerous grammatical errors, inconsistent terminology, repetition, and formatting issues reduce clarity and should be revised for smoother scientific presentation.
	



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 is appropriate and clearly reflects the study’s focus, variables, and experimental model.
A minor improvement could include the mechanism, e.g., “via redox modulation,” to enhance specificity.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the abstract is not fully comprehensive.
It should briefly include specific numerical results, statistical significance, and a clearer mention of sample size and key methodology details.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the manuscript has some scientific inconsistencies.
It should correct methodological ambiguities, ensure consistency in figures (e.g., BPA vs. vanadium), and clarify experimental details and data interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)
[bookmark: _GoBack]
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and include recent studies.
	

	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 major ethical issues identified.
Ethical approval is clearly stated, and the study follows standard animal care guidelines (NIH), with approval from a recognized institutional ethics committee.

	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The study is relevant and promising but requires corrections in consistency, clarity, and methodological details before
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