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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.


	1. This manuscript provides crucial epidemiological data on the prevalence (11.7%) and genetic heterogeneity of Entamoeba histolytica in a Cameroonian health district, directly informing local public health strategies. 
2. By molecularly confirming the circulation of multiple strains and identifying young children as a high-risk group, it underscores the potential impact of genetic diversity on disease outcome and control. 
3. Furthermore, the work highlights the need for more robust genotyping techniques in the region, establishing a foundational dataset for future research into strain-specific virulence and transmission dynamics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the original title ‘Prevalence and genetic diversity of Entamoeba histolytica strains isolated from patients in health facilities in the Buea Health District’ is suitable, as it clearly states the pathogen, the core investigated aspects (prevalence, genetic diversity), the source of samples, and the specific study location. It is descriptive and standard for an epidemiological research article.

Also, the current title is a mix and is grammatically correct as Sentence case, which is becoming more common.
	

	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, but it could be strengthened to better highlight the study's significance and key implications. Here are specific suggestions for addition and refinement:                     

1. Begin with a very brief sentence to frame the problem.

Example: "Amoebiasis remains a significant cause of diarrheal disease in regions with limited sanitation."                                                                                                                          

2. Expand the conclusion to state why the heterogeneity matters.

Example: "These findings confirm a notable prevalence and the genetic heterogeneity of E. histolytica in the district. This diversity could influence clinical presentation and complicate control efforts, underscoring the need for strain-specific surveillance using more advanced genotyping methods."                                                                                                                          

3. Methodology sentence is currently dense. Consider splitting for clarity.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct and methodologically sound in its core structure, execution, and reporting. The conclusions are supported by the data presented.                            

Items to Verify:

1. Typographical Consistency: A minor inconsistency exists in the Abstract Results ("significance (P = .80)") versus Table 4 ("P = .08") for the gender comparison. The value in Table 4 (P = .08) is consistent with a "non-significant" result and is likely the correct one. This needs to be harmonized.

2. Technical Terminology: The phrase "DNA were extracted" is grammatically unconventional. The standard phrasing is "DNA was extracted" (treating DNA as a singular, uncountable noun).

3. Sample Flow Clarification: The methods state DNA was extracted from "positive stool samples, identified by microscopy," yet the Results (3.1.3) say "The prevalence of E.histolytica was 11.7% as detected by microscopy and confirmed by PCR." This is clear, but for absolute precision, you could note in the methods that PCR confirmation was performed on all microscopy-positive samples.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient for the scope of the manuscript, covering key areas like background, local prevalence studies, and the chosen methodology. 
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is good and generally suitable for scholarly communication. The meaning is clear, the terminology is correct, and the structure follows academic conventions.                                                                                                                                        However, the text contains several minor grammatical inconsistencies and slightly awkward phrasings that a thorough edit would resolve. These do not hinder understanding but affect fluency. 
Examples from the text and suggested refinements:
1. Article/Preposition Use & Phrasing:
· Original: "DNA were extracted and polymerase chain reaction was used for molecular identification."

· Suggested: "DNA was extracted from microscopy-positive samples, and polymerase chain reaction (PCR) was used for molecular identification."

· Reason: "DNA" is singular. Adding "from microscopy-positive samples" clarifies the workflow.

2. Tense Consistency and Wording:
· Original (Intro): "Transmission is usually associated with sanitation related issues and depends on the number of asymptomatic carriers."

· Suggested: "Transmission is typically associated with sanitation-related issues and depends on the prevalence of asymptomatic carriers."

· Reason: "Typically" is a common academic synonym for "usually." "Prevalence of carriers" is slightly more precise than "number."

3. Word Choice and Conciseness:
· Original (Discussion): "This discrepancy may be due to the presence of other Entamoeba species which are morphologically identical to E. histolytica under the microscope."

· Suggested: "This discrepancy is likely due to the presence of morphologically identical cysts of non-pathogenic Entamoeba species (e.g., E. dispar)."

· Reason: "Is likely due" is a confident academic phrase. Specifying "E. dispar" adds precision.

4. Minor Grammatical Points:
· Original: "...albeit significance (P = .80)." (from Abstract)

· Suggested: "...although this difference was not significant (P = .80)."

· Reason: "Albeit" is correct but often followed by an adjective or phrase, not a noun like "significance." The suggested edit is clearer.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-conceived and executed study that provides valuable epidemiological and molecular data on Entamoeba histolytica in the Buea Health District, Cameroon. The manuscript is clearly structured, the methodology is sound and appropriately detailed, and the findings address a relevant knowledge gap regarding both prevalence and strain diversity in an endemic region.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No, based on the information provided in the manuscript, there are no apparent ethical issues.
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