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	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.


	I find this manuscript to be timely and highly relevant to the scientific community. The review successfully integrates two traditionally distinct research areas—infectious diseases and cancer—through the unifying framework of epigenetic regulation. I particularly appreciate the effort to highlight shared mechanistic principles, such as immune evasion, cellular plasticity, and therapeutic resistance, which strengthens the conceptual novelty of the article. The manuscript is comprehensive, well-structured, and provides a translational perspective that is valuable for both basic researchers and clinicians. However, I think that certain sections could benefit from tighter critical synthesis rather than descriptive breadth, especially where therapeutic implications are discussed.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I find the title to be generally suitable and accurately reflective of the manuscript’s content. It clearly conveys the central theme of epigenetic modifiers as therapeutic targets across infectious diseases and cancer. That said, I think the title could be slightly strengthened by emphasizing the integrative or translational angle of the review.

Suggested alternative:
Epigenetic Modifiers as Therapeutic Targets at the Interface of Infectious Diseases and Cancer Progression
	

	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 think the abstract is largely comprehensive and well-written. It clearly outlines the biological background, the relevance of epigenetic dysregulation in both disease contexts, and the therapeutic implications. I particularly like the emphasis on reversibility and drug repurposing.

However, I suggest a minor improvement by explicitly stating the key objective and scope of the review earlier in the abstract, possibly by clarifying what distinguishes this review from previous epigenetic reviews. Additionally, the abstract could briefly acknowledge current limitations or challenges associated with epigenetic therapies (e.g., specificity or toxicity) to provide a more balanced overview.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, I believe the manuscript is scientifically sound and accurately reflects current knowledge in the field of epigenetics. The descriptions of DNA methylation, histone modifications, chromatin remodeling, and non-coding RNAs are correct and supported by appropriate references. I do not identify major conceptual errors.

That said, I notice a few minor issues that should be addressed:

· Occasional typographical errors (e.g., “Zhnag et al.” instead of “Zhang et al.”).

· Some statements, particularly in the translational sections, could benefit from clearer differentiation between clinically validated evidence and preclinical or speculative findings.

These issues do not undermine the scientific validity but warrant correction.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I find the reference list to be extensive, relevant, and generally up to date, with many citations from 2020–2025. The inclusion of both foundational and recent studies strengthens the manuscript. I appreciate the balance between infectious disease literature and cancer-focused epigenetic research.

However, I suggest:

· More critical selection of references in some sections to avoid redundancy.

· Ensuring that all cited preprints (e.g., bioRxiv articles) are clearly identified as non-peer-reviewed or replaced with peer-reviewed versions where available.

Overall, the references are sufficient for a high-quality review article.


	

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


	I think the language and overall English quality are suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is well-organized, coherent, and mostly free of grammatical errors. The scientific terminology is used appropriately.

Nevertheless, I recommend minor language editing to address:

· Occasional awkward sentence constructions.

· Minor typographical and formatting inconsistencies.

· Uniformity in tense and terminology across sections.

These edits would further improve clarity and readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	I do not identify any ethical issues in this manuscript. As a review article, it does not involve human subjects, animal experiments, or primary data collection.
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