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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 significantly contributes to the scientific community by providing robust evidence of the biosafety and pharmacological efficacy of Piliostigma thonningii in managing actinic damage, validating its traditional use in African medicine. Its comprehensive phytochemical screening and bioactivity assessments highlight the plant’s antioxidant, anti-inflammatory, and antibacterial properties, offering potential for developing natural photoprotective therapies. The study’s adherence to OECD guidelines for toxicity evaluation ensures reliable data, enhancing its relevance for further pharmacological research. These findings bridge ethnobotanical knowledge with modern science, paving the way for sustainable, plant-based treatments for skin conditions caused by ultraviolet radiation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article, "Piliostigma thonningii Biosafety and Efficacy on Common Actinic Damage Endpoints," is generally suitable for a scholarly manuscript, as it clearly identifies the subject (Piliostigma thonningii), the focus of the study (biosafety and efficacy), and the specific context (actinic damage endpoints). 
	

	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 comprehensive but can be improved by:

· Condensing the plant description to prioritize results and implications.

· Adding specific quantitative data to enhance credibility.

· Clarifying “actinic damage endpoints” as UV-induced oxidative stress, inflammation, and bacterial infections.

· Including a sentence on broader implications to highlight the study’s relevance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in most aspects, with robust methodologies, plausible results, and conclusions that align with the data. It adheres to established protocols (e.g., DPPH assay, OECD guidelines) and provides a strong case for P. thonningii’s potential in managing actinic damage through its antioxidant, anti-inflammatory, and antibacterial properties. However, issues—such as the lack of statistical analysis, incomplete quantitative data, and missing details (e.g., voucher specimen, figure visuals)—prevent it from being fully rigorous. These gaps are not fatal but require attention to meet the highest standards of scientific publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript’s references are sufficient in quantity (47 citations) and generally relevant to its scope, covering botanical, phytochemical, photoprotective, and toxicity aspects. Approximately 36% of references are recent (2015–2025), which is adequate but could be improved by updating older citations (e.g., 1995–2010). Gaps exist in addressing albinism, chronic toxicity, statistical analysis, and specific actinic damage endpoints like DNA repair. Adding some references such as (Wright et al., Nichols & Katiyar, Yarosh & Smiles) and replacing some less authoritative sources would strengthen the manuscript’s scientific foundation, ensuring it meets the rigorous standards of peer-reviewed publication.
	

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


	The English language quality of the provided article is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but there are areas where improvements could enhance its clarity, precision, and alignment with academic standards.
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