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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	I see this manuscript as a comprehensive and well-structured overview of the evolving role of immunohistochemistry (IHC) in bladder cancer. I think the chapter is particularly valuable because it integrates classical diagnostic IHC markers with contemporary applications such as molecular subtyping, immunotherapy biomarkers, and digital pathology. I like that the authors attempt to bridge conventional pathology with precision oncology, which is an area of high current relevance. However, I also feel that certain sections are overly descriptive and could benefit from deeper critical analysis or comparison of methodologies. Overall, the chapter contributes useful synthesized knowledge for both trainees and practicing pathologists.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title “Role of Immunohistochemistry in Bladder Cancer” is accurate but somewhat broad.
If I were to suggest an alternative title for greater specificity and impact, I would recommend:
Suggested alternative title:
“Immunohistochemistry in Bladder Cancer: Diagnostic, Prognostic, and Molecular Subtyping Applications”
This reflects the manuscript’s true scope more precisely.
	

	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.

	I find the abstract comprehensive, but I think it reads more like a condensed review rather than an abstract summarizing the chapter. It includes broad statements but could be improved by:
Suggested improvements
· Clearly stating gaps in the field that the chapter addresses.
· Including quantitative data or specific diagnostic accuracies where appropriate.
· Adding a sentence on limitations or challenges, since these are discussed later in the manuscript.
· The “Results” section of the abstract is unusual for a book chapter; I would suggest rephrasing it to “Key Points.”
Otherwise, the abstract captures the main themes adequately.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	From what I see, the manuscript is generally scientifically accurate and well supported by published studies. Many statements are consistent with current pathology guidelines, such as ISUP recommendations and PD-L1 assay variability. The classification of luminal and basal markers, the description of smoothelin, and the prognostic/predictive sections align with current literature.
However, I think the chapter could improve by:
· clarifying when certain panels are clinically validated vs. still investigational (e.g., multi-marker prognostic signatures),
· discussing the limitations of relying solely on IHC for molecular subtyping, especially given tumor heterogeneity,
· adding more nuance regarding PD-L1 scoring inconsistencies across tumor vs. immune cells.
Scientifically, it is correct overall, but a few arguments would benefit from increased critical depth.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	I find the references to be generally sufficient and quite recent, with many citations from 2021–2024. The authors included classical and foundational references as well as contemporary molecular subtyping papers.
	

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

	The language quality is mostly suitable for scholarly communication. I see that the manuscript is generally well written with a formal scientific tone. However:
· Some sections read almost like promotional summaries rather than balanced scientific analysis.
· A few sentences are overly long or dense and could be simplified for readability.
· Minor grammatical polishing is needed (e.g., spacing, repeated hyphens, formatting irregularities).
Overall, the English is acceptable but could be improved with light editing.
	

	Optional/General comments

	

The chapter is strong but would benefit from:
· clearer critical discussion,
· minor language editing,
· improved abstract structure,
· refining overly descriptive sections
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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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