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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 is an important and technically sophisticated study addressing a major knowledge gap on colorectal cancer molecular subtypes in Uganda. 
The work is strengthened by multi-centre sampling and use of advanced molecular techniques rarely available in low-resource settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	yes
	

	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
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	However, there are major concerns regarding interpretation and classification. The reported 38% prevalence of Lynch syndrome (Type 5) is implausibly high and likely reflects tumour-only testing, MSI misclassification, or Lynch-like (double somatic) tumours, rather than confirmed germline disease. Definitive language around Lynch syndrome should be replaced with “probable” or “Lynch-like,” and the absence of germline confirmation clearly acknowledged.
The definition of MSI based on MMR gene mutations and limited IHC (MLH1/PMS2 only) is non-standard and may overestimate MSI prevalence. This limitation requires clearer justification and discussion.
Substantial sample attrition (only 127/404 cases analysed; 92 with full subtype data) raises concerns about selection bias and generalisability and should be more explicitly addressed.
Use of the Jass classification (2007), while pragmatic, is outdated; its limitations relative to modern CMS classifications should be acknowledged.
Finally, several clinical and policy recommendations (universal germline testing, screening age thresholds) exceed the data and should be framed as hypothesis-generating rather than practice-changing.
With revision to temper conclusions and clarify limitations, this study would make a valuable contribution to understanding CRC biology in uganda.
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