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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 addresses a scientifically relevant topic because microsomal epoxide hydrolase lies at the intersection of xenobiotic metabolism, environmental carcinogenesis, and genetic susceptibility to lung cancer. The review may be of interest to researchers in molecular oncology, toxicology, and pulmonary medicine, particularly because it discusses the dual role of mEH in both detoxification and bioactivation of tobacco-related carcinogens. The topic has potential value for the scientific community, especially in the context of gene–environment interactions in lung carcinogenesis. However, its contribution would be strengthened by a more rigorous critical synthesis of the literature and a clearer methodological framework for the review.
	


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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	


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, although it would be stronger and more precise as:
“Microsomal Epoxide Hydrolase (EPHX1) in Lung Carcinogenesis: A Narrative Review”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Not fully. The abstract summarizes the topic reasonably well, but it does not indicate how the literature was identified or selected, and it overstates the translational implications. The abstract should briefly specify the review type, information sources, and the main uncertainties in the evidence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially, but important revisions are needed. The general description of mEH as a dual-function enzyme in detoxification and bioactivation is appropriate. However, the discussion of EPHX1 polymorphisms and lung cancer susceptibility is presented too conclusively for a literature base that remains heterogeneous and, in several meta-analyses, inconsistent overall. The manuscript should better distinguish mechanistic plausibility from clinically actionable evidence and should avoid implying established utility for EPHX1-based screening or personalized prevention.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Not fully. The manuscript includes some useful references, but several are either relatively old, only indirectly relevant to lung cancer, or not the strongest available sources for key claims. The review would be improved by adding more recent high-quality evidence, especially systematic reviews/meta-analyses, stronger molecular epidemiology studies, and more authoritative references for lung cancer epidemiology and translational implications.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	
	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The paper lacks a transparent review methodology, provides limited critical synthesis of conflicting evidence, does not include a dedicated limitations section, and at times overstates the clinical implications of the EPHX1 literature. I believe the deficiencies are potentially repairable, I do recommend serious major revision.
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	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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