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	Reviewer’s comment

	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 offers valuable insights into the treatment of Helicobacter pylori (H. pylori) infection, a widespread condition with significant global health implications. The study compares the efficacy, safety, and cost-effectiveness of two different durations of bismuth-containing quadruple therapy (BQT), which has been recommended as a first-line treatment. The results contribute to ongoing discussions about optimizing treatment duration to improve patient adherence, minimize adverse effects, and reduce healthcare costs. These findings can inform clinical practices in regions with high antibiotic resistance, particularly in Egypt, and may help standardize guidelines for H. pylori eradication therapy globally.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is appropriate and clearly conveys the study objective. However, it could be more concise while retaining the key information.
	

	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 provides a good summary of the study's background, methods, and results. However, it could benefit from a clearer presentation of the study's significance and the comparison between the two regimens. I recommend adding a brief mention of the implications of the findings regarding patient adherence, side effects, and treatment costs. More specific results regarding adverse events could also be highlighted.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically accurate, with a well-structured methodology and appropriate statistical analyses. The study design, patient selection, and comparison of two treatment regimens are sound. However, there are no significant differences in various parameters, which are appropriately handled in the discussion section. The manuscript provides evidence-based insights into the treatment of H. pylori and contributes to a better understanding of optimizing therapeutic regimens.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and relevant. However, it may be beneficial to include more recent studies or meta-analyses on H. pylori eradication therapies, especially those focusing on regions with high antibiotic resistance, like Egypt. A few additional references focusing on newer therapies could further strengthen the manuscript. 
	

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


	The language quality is generally good, with only minor areas needing improvement. Some sentences are lengthy and complex, which could affect readability. Simplifying certain phrases and maintaining a consistent academic tone will enhance clarity. The use of passive voice could be minimized to make the writing more direct and engaging. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents useful data on the comparative efficacy of 10-day and 14-day BQT regimens. However, future studies could explore the long-term effects and the rate of re-infection with these regimens to provide a more comprehensive understanding of their effectiveness.

The study's limitations, particularly the high dropout rate and the small sample size, should be emphasized more in conclusion to highlight the need for larger-scale studies to validate these findings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues in this manuscript is identified
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