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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 is important for the scientific community as it provides a comprehensive and well-integrated overview of the dual role of microsomal epoxide hydrolase (mEH) in both detoxification and bioactivation of carcinogens, which is central to understanding lung cancer pathogenesis. By synthesizing molecular, genetic, and epidemiological evidence, the review highlights how EPHX1 polymorphisms contribute to interindividual variability in susceptibility to environmental carcinogens, particularly tobacco smoke. The work also underscores the significance of gene–environment interactions, offering valuable insights for risk assessment and personalized prevention strategies. Furthermore, the discussion of emerging multi-omics approaches and future research directions makes this manuscript a useful reference for guiding future studies in molecular toxicology and cancer biology.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the content and focus of the review.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The abstract effectively summarizes the background, objectives, key findings, and future perspectives.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The keywords are relevant, though adding more specific terms (e.g., “carcinogenesis,” “epoxide metabolism”) could improve discoverability.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The introduction provides a strong and logical background, linking lung cancer to xenobiotic metabolism clearly.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The objectives are stated but could be more explicitly highlighted in a separate sentence for clarity.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The literature reviewed is highly relevant to the topic and supports the discussion effectively.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
While several recent references are included (2022–2025), some key citations are older; inclusion of more recent studies would strengthen the review.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
There is no clear description of how the literature was selected or searched (e.g., databases, inclusion criteria).
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The manuscript discusses findings well, but deeper critical comparison between studies would enhance rigor.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Future directions are discussed, though explicit identification of gaps could be more clearly articulated.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The conclusions are well-supported by the presented evidence and logically structured.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The manuscript lacks a dedicated section addressing limitations.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
Most references are from reputable, peer-reviewed journals.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The manuscript is well-written, scientifically accurate, and easy to follow.
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestion: Include more recent studies (last 3–5 years), especially meta-analyses and high-impact journal articles, to strengthen the evidence base and reflect current advances.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript presents a well-structured and scientifically sound review on the role of microsomal epoxide hydrolase in lung cancer, with strong relevance to the field of molecular toxicology and cancer biology. The topic is timely and of interest, particularly given the increasing focus on gene–environment interactions and personalized risk assessment. However, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of a clearly defined literature search methodology and a dedicated section addressing its limitations to enhance transparency and methodological rigor. Additionally, incorporating more recent references would further strengthen the manuscript’s contribution. Overall, I recommend acceptance after minor revisions.
The manuscript demonstrates strong scientific quality, clear writing, and a well-organized structure. Only minor improvements—particularly in methodology description, inclusion of limitations, and updating recent references—are needed to reach a higher standard.

	


PART  3: 

	  

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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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