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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 4
article.

The title is relevant and accurately reflects the research focus. However, adding the study
period could improve specificity

2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. \ 4

The abstract is well-structured and presents key elements. Minor issues in the English version
(e.g., “B3N2 " instead of “B Victoria”) should be corrected for clarity

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in
this article.
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The manuscript contains numerous grammatical, typographical, and syntactic errors in both
English and French sections. It requires thorough language revision, especially in the
methods and discussion sections

4. The study methods are explained clearly. ‘ 4

The methodology is appropriate and well detailed. The sentinel site selection, inclusion
criteria, and virological techniques are adequately described

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. \ 4

The results are comprehensively presented, but the clarity could be improved by cleaning up
tables (some formatting issues, repeated labels like “SEXESEXE”) and integrating figures
properly.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by
the content.

The conclusion is supported by the data and emphasizes the relevance of integrated
surveillance. However, a clearer summary of key findings would strengthen the closing.
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. \ 4

The references are relevant and up to date. A few entries need formatting adjustments
(missing issue numbers, inconsistencies in citation styles)
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Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation) :
Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed

Return for major revision and resubmission
Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):
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in Guinea. The methodology is sound, and the analysis contributes meaningfully to the
understanding of respiratory virus surveillance in West Africa. However, major revisions are
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o Discussion: Consider restructuring with subheadings and emphasizing the implications of
findings more explicitly.
o Consistency: Ensure accurate terminology across French and English versions (e.g., virus
names, sites, demographics).
We encourage the authors to revise and resubmit. The topic is important and worthy of
publication after improvement
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3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in
this article.
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Le manuscrit ne renferme pratiquement pas de fautes de grammaire et d’orthographe.
L’expression également est simple et claire.

Juste un petit probléme d’expression a la page 12 (phrase confuse et difficile a
comprendre)
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 3
article.
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Materiel et méthode: page 6. Décrire les cibles amplifies, leurs tailles. La marque Invitrogene
de Qiagen doit bien figurer parce que c’est une Marque. La ribonucléase a préciser si elle
sert de controle interne ou pas.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. ‘ 3

Page 7: Histogramme est mieux que diagramme circulaire. Précisez les virus a la ligne 2
(Grippe + SARSCov-2

Tableau 1 : Est-ce qu’il y a une autre maniere de présenter est possible. On confond [’dge
avec le sexe parce qu’ils sont dans la méme colonne.

Ligne 10-16. 1l y a une supposition sur le systeme immunitaire des enfants inclus dans la
cohorte. Cependant, il n y a pas de confirmation scientifique qui le prouve. Aucune donnée sur
le durée d’allaitement des enfants, confortant une cause a effet sur le systeme immunitaire
Page 8 : Commentaire sur la faible proportion de tranche d’dge : C’est mieux dans la
discussion

1l en est de méme pour la répartition de |’échantillonnage des sites sentinelles

Tableau 2 : page 9 : Germe a préciser, sinon méme commentaire que tableau 1

Tableau 3 : page 10 : méme commentaire

Tableau 4 : a séparer les paramétres. 1l y a confusion entre les résultats de [’dge, du sexe et
du site.

Discussion : page 12 :

Pourquoi un faible pourcentage par rapport a Keita et al. Est-ce que la taille de I’échantillon,
de site sentinelle, de la durée d’étude, des techniques utilisées ou une épidémie, explique
[’étude de Keita ?

Ligne 6-9, a reprendre la phrase. Il y a 2 idées qui se chevauchent. Probleme de
compréhension.

Pourquoi I’dge médian est différent. Est-ce que c’est le méme protocole d’inclusion, de cible
de la population d’étude, d’organisation des structures sanitaires entre la Zambie et la Guinée

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by 5
the content.

(Please insert your comments)

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. \ 5

(Please insert your comments)
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