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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 study provides updated molecular epidemiology data on Entamoeba histolytica in the Buea Health District, Cameroon, using both microscopy and PCR-based confirmation. By reporting age- and facility-specific prevalence patterns and exploring genetic diversity using the polymorphic SREHP marker with PCR–RFLP, the work contributes valuable baseline information for local surveillance and targeted public-health interventions. The comparison between microscopy findings and PCR confirmation also highlights diagnostic limitations that are highly relevant for endemic settings. Overall, the manuscript strengthens the evidence base needed to improve amoebiasis prevention, diagnosis, and control in resource-limited regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the main objectives (prevalence + genetic diversity + location).

Suggested minor improvement:
“Prevalence and SREHP-based genetic diversity of Entamoeba histolytica among patients in health facilities in the Buea Health District, Cameroon.”
	

	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 mostly comprehensive and well-structured (aims, methods, key results, conclusion). However, I recommend adding one or two details to improve clarity: (1) clearly state that PCR targeted the SSU rRNA gene for confirmation and SREHP for diversity assessment, and (2) briefly mention the number of SREHP/RFLP patterns detected to better support the “genetic diversity” claim. Also, it would help to explicitly clarify the relationship between microscopy positives and PCR-confirmed cases (e.g., “X microscopy-positive samples, Y confirmed by PCR”) to avoid confusion. Minor language polishing (tense consistency and shortening a few long sentences) would further improve readability.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design, laboratory workflow (formalin–ether concentration, microscopy, DNA extraction, PCR/nested PCR, and PCR–RFLP), and statistical approach are generally appropriate for the stated objectives. The interpretation that microscopy alone can overestimate E. histolytica due to morphological overlap is valid, and PCR confirmation strengthens the findings. The main scientific limitation is that PCR–RFLP of SREHP provides only moderate resolution for genotyping; sequencing-based approaches (or higher-resolution typing methods) would better characterize genetic diversity and should be acknowledged more clearly as a limitation. I also recommend presenting diagnostic agreement between microscopy and PCR (e.g., concordance, sensitivity/PPV relative to PCR) and, if possible, adding confidence intervals for prevalence estimates.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list appears generally sufficient and includes both foundational and recent sources. Still, the manuscript would benefit from adding a few more recent references on (1) molecular differentiation of E. histolytica from E. dispar/moshkovskii in endemic settings, and (2) modern genotyping approaches (e.g., sequencing-based methods or higher-resolution markers used for E. histolytica population structure). Including one or two additional Cameroon/Central Africa–focused molecular epidemiology studies (if available) would also strengthen the regional context. Overall, references are acceptable but could be slightly updated around molecular typing.
	

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


	The English is understandable and mostly suitable for publication, but it needs minor editing for grammar, punctuation, and consistency. Please standardize scientific formatting (italicize E. histolytica throughout, consistent use of “PCR,” “nested PCR,” p-value formatting, and spacing). A few sentences in the Introduction/Discussion are long and could be split for clarity. Figure/table captions should also be checked for consistent labeling and clearer explanation of what is being shown.
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