Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Pathogen Research

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJPR_146313

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Comparative Evaluation of ELISA and PCR for Chlamydia trachomatis Diagnosis in HIV Patients: Implications for Screening in Resource-Limited Settings

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The article is a comparative evaluation to check whether ELISA and PCR are equally effective in detecting C. trachomatis infection. The study is conducted in a resource limited setting in Nigeria in HIV patients and tries to study whether ELISA alone is effective to detect C. trachomatis and compares it to PCR test. The PCR test is costly while ELISA is less costly. The study found that ELISA had a higher sensitivity of 92.9% but a lower specificity of 27.3% hence ELISA had a higher probability to detect true positives but also had a higher probability of identifying false positive hence had a low specificity. The authors conclude that due to the low specificity of ELISA it cannot be used alone to rule out a C. trachomatis infection.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes the title is appropriate. It tells about a comparative study to evaluate ELISA and PCR for C Trachomatis diagnosis in HIV patients in a resource limited setting.  
	

	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 well written. It is divided into 4 subsections which is appropriate. It gives a good background to the topic followed by Methods, Results and Conclusions. The abstract is well written and comprehensive as much as it should be
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes the manuscript is scientifically correct. The study design is reproducible. The comparative evaluation of ELISA and PCR is correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes the references are appropriate and wherever used are accurate.
	

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


	Yes, the English Language usage is correct.
	

	Optional/General comments


	### Abstract

The abstract is well written. It is divided into 4 subsections which is appropriate. It gives a good background to the topic followed by Methods, Results and Conclusions. The abstract is well written and comprehensive as much as it should be. 

### Introduction

The Introduction is well written although a little long than I would expect and recommend for an original article. 

Authors can consider making the Introduction smaller to maintain interest of their audience. 

The Introduction lacks citations for a lot of citable content and I would recommend authors to add citations and references whereever they have used citable or factual content. 

### Methods

Would recommend authors to mention if IRB approval was required. The inclusion and exclusion criteria are well mentioned. 

### Results

The results are well mentioned with graphs. The results section is overall very concise and would recommend authors to elaborate on their results. Overall, descriptive statistics have been used in results and statistical analysis

### Discussion

The discussion is well written however, a lot of citable content in discussion will need references. Study limitations are well mentioned. Conclusion is concise and to the point
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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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