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	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 provides critical, real-world evidence from a low-resource setting in Kenya, demonstrating the superior diagnostic accuracy of molecular HPV testing over conventional visual methods (VIA/VILI) for cervical cancer screening. By identifying a high prevalence of oncogenic genotypes (16, 18, 45) and quantifying moderate genetic diversity, the study offers valuable epidemiological data to inform regional vaccination and screening strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and good, but it has a few minor weaknesses that could be addressed to make it more precise and impactful.
Genetic Diversity of Human Papillomavirus and Comparative Performance of Conventional and Molecular Screening Methods for Cervical Precancer among Women in Nakuru County, Kenya.
Change: "Diagnosis of Cervical Cancer" -> "Screening Methods for Cervical Precancer". This is more accurate.

	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is largely comprehensive and follows the standard structure (Background, Methodology, Results, Conclusions). It successfully summarizes the key points of the study.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on a detailed review of the provided text, the manuscript has a solid scientific foundation but contains significant errors and inconsistencies that must be corrected before it can be considered scientifically sound. The core science, conclusions, and recommendations are valid and important. However, the presence of contradictory data and methodological ambiguities severely undermines its credibility.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive but has significant issues regarding recency, relevance, and accuracy. While it shows an effort to cite key literature, it requires substantial revision to be considered sufficient and scientifically rigorous.


	

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


	The English is functional but not fluent. A reviewer or reader would have no trouble understanding the study's substance, but the persistent minor errors create a perception of carelessness and lack of polish, which could negatively influence the reception of the work.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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