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	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.


	This manuscript addresses the growing global concern of antimicrobial resistance by focusing on extended-spectrum β-lactamase (ESBL) genes in enteropathogenic Escherichia coli infecting infants, a highly vulnerable population. The study provides valuable regional data from Burkina Faso, a setting where surveillance data on resistance genes are limited. The molecular characterization of blaCTX-M-G1 and blaOXA genes contributes to understanding the epidemiology of ESBL-producing E. coli in pediatric diarrheal infections. Such evidence is important for informing antimicrobial stewardship and public health interventions in low- and middle-income countries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript, including the genes studied, bacterial species, population, and study location. However, it is relatively long and could be slightly streamlined for clarity and readability.

Suggested alternative (optional):
Molecular Characterization of blaCTX-M-G1 and blaOXA Genes in Enteropathogenic Escherichia coli Isolated from Children under Two Years in Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso
	

	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 largely comprehensive and includes background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. However, minor improvements are suggested:

Clarify that only ESBL-suspected or resistant strains were subjected to molecular analysis.

Improve numerical consistency and formatting of percentages.

The conclusion could be made more explicit regarding public health implications.

No major deletions are required.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and follows accepted microbiological and molecular biology methods. The study design, antibiotic susceptibility testing, PCR-based detection, and data interpretation are appropriate. The methods are described in sufficient detail to allow reproducibility. Some sections would benefit from minor clarification (e.g., sample selection criteria and linkage between phenotypic resistance and genotypic findings), but no fundamental scientific flaws are identified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, relevant, and include both classical and relatively recent literature. Key references on ESBLs, CTX-M enzymes, and OXA β-lactamases are cited appropriately. The inclusion of regional African studies strengthens the contextual relevance. Inclusion of one or two more recent (post-2021) global surveillance studies on ESBL-producing E. coli could further strengthen the discussion but is not mandatory.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable and suitable for scholarly communication. However, there are several grammatical errors, spelling mistakes, and inconsistencies in tense and terminology. Minor language editing by a fluent English speaker or professional editing service is recommended to improve clarity and readability, but the issues do not obscure scientific meaning.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures are relevant but would benefit from improved resolution and clearer legends.

Percentages should be consistently formatted throughout the manuscript.

The discussion could be slightly condensed to avoid repetition of results.

The manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound, requiring only minor revisions related to language polishing, clarity, and presentation.
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