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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 study is the valuable evidence for the photoprotective potential of the natural compound hypericin against UV-B-induced skin damages, elucidating a dual mechanism: the improvement of oxidative stress and the modulation of the autophagy markers. These findings are of fundamental relevance in the development of new, naturally derived strategies for skin photoprotection and in understanding the crosstalk between cutaneous pathophysiology and oxidative balance/autophagic processes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and descriptive. A slightly more specific alternative could be: Hypericin Confers Photoprotection in UV-B-Exposed Mouse Skin by Attenuating Oxidative Stress and Modulating Autophagy.
	

	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 is generally comprehensive. To strengthen it, consider briefly stating the key finding regarding autophagy modulation in the results summary. For example: Hypericin co-treatment also reversed UV-B-induced alterations in the expression of autophagic markers (ATG-5, Beclin-1, LC3-II, p62).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design is logical, methodologies are standard and well-described, results are presented clearly with statistical analysis, and the discussion contextualizes the findings appropriately with existing literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly adequate but exhibit some outdatedness upon review. Although important foundational studies (e.g., Matsumura & Ananthaswamy, 2004) and methodological papers (e.g., Sinha, 1972; Kakkar et al., 1984) are correctly referenced, the literature in rapidly evolving fields such as autophagy and natural product photoprotection needs to incorporate more current developments.

	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable for scholarly communication. However, there are occasional minor grammatical errors and awkward phrasings. A thorough proofreading by a native English speaker or professional editing service is recommended to polish the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-executed study with clear, supportive data. The discussion would benefit from a deeper exploration of the potential interplay between the antioxidant effects and the modulation of autophagy. Are these independent pathways, or does redox balance directly influence autophagic flux in this model?
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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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