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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.


	This manuscript explores the antioxidant and chemopreventive effects of hypericin against UV-C-induced carcinogenesis in Drosophila melanogaster. It reveals hypericin’s role in restoring antioxidant enzyme activity and reducing oxidative damage in vivo. The study also supports the use of Drosophila as a rapid screening model for potential skin cancer therapeutics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable. It accurately reflects the main focus of the study, including the model organism, intervention, and context.
	

	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 provides an adequate overview of the study design, major results, and significance. However, it would benefit from explicitly listing the specific antioxidant enzymes evaluated (SOD, GST, Catalase, GPx), and summarizing key statistics or effect sizes (where possible). A concluding sentence on clinical implications or next steps could provide better context for readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experiments, controls, and methodologies are scientifically sound and appropriately referenced. The manuscript shows good alignment between hypothesis, methodology, results, and conclusions. For further strength, consider discussing limitations (e.g., applicability to mammalian or human models) more explicitly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are both sufficient and mostly current, supporting the study context and assays used. If possible, consider citing one or two additional recent reviews on antioxidants and skin cancer, and more directly referencing recent Drosophila cancer models.
	

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


	The English is mostly clear and understandable for scholarly communication, though there are minor grammatical and typographical errors. Some sentences could be restructured for clarity—consider a thorough proofread to enhance readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study addresses a pertinent question using well-chosen methodologies. Figures or tables summarizing the key biochemical results would enhance data clarity. Consider a schematic summary of the proposed mechanism for graphical abstract or discussion.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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