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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	Summary: The study tests the hypothesis (alternate) that there is a difference in oxidative stress markers between control and UV-C treated groups in presence or absence of test molecule hypericin with either an increase or decrease in marker by marker-specific reaction assay, depending on the marker. The results show that there is a directional difference in the byproducts and enzyme activities in hemolymph, head and intestine with a positive effect of the lipophilic molecule. Statistics is for parametric analysis by ANOVA and then pairwise comparison by either Duncan’s (or Tukey’s) that are based on r.m.s.e. and coefficient product.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the study is suitable. 
	

	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 of the article is complete. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The presented material appears to be correct. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference are appropriate. 
	

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


	The sentences are complete and grammatically okay. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Assessment / Recommendation: The study experiments do reveal difference between groups. For the statistical part, the analysis of variance F-test results need be included in the results and can be easily performed online. The primary question is on the results – since the enzyme activities are decreased, the TBAR and Carbonyl group molecules should be increased in not only in hemolymph, but also in head and intestine; what is the reason for this (because for hemolymph TBARs and carbonyl levels vary indirectly to the enzyme activity levels) Fig. 2 and 3 vs. Fig. 4, 5 and 6? Is there another enzyme in the nucleated cell containing tissues? Can this be discussed. The conclusion can be few more sentences; what the properties of the molecule that distinguish it from others including metabolites. Also, is there a reason that the experiment was by UV-C radiation only; it would interesting to see a comparison to UV-A longer wavelength irradiation but this can be for another study with also DNA mutagenesis differences by sequencing. There are two studies that I searched, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0303115, and   doi: 10.1093/carcin/13.8.1433, should they by referenced.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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