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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.


	The manuscript titled "Epidemiological profile of measles rash in the city of Greater Conakry (Republic of Guinea)" shares important information about measles and rubella in a poorly studied urban area of West Africa. The study looked at 300 suspected cases over ten months and found high prevalence rates among children. It also highlights serious issues with vaccination coverage and public health monitoring. This data provides valuable evidence that can help shape policy decisions, guide vaccination efforts, and improve local disease tracking. This research is especially important for global health organizations working to eliminate vaccine-preventable diseases in areas with infrastructure and systemic challenges.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable
	

	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 lacks sufficient detail regarding the methodology used. The authors only mention that “a retrospective, descriptive, cross-sectional study covering a ten-month period from 01 January to 01 November 2024”, which is inadequate. Furthermore, they did not specify the method used for the simulation, and this information should be included. I recommend that the authors revise the abstract to address these points. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is mostly scientifically correct. It uses a suitable study design, presents clear data, and reaches valid public health conclusions. However, there are some minor issues. First, it should consistently describe the study as either retrospective or prospective. Also, it lacks inferential statistics. Clarifying gender differences and providing more context on vaccination effectiveness would improve the scientific quality.

The manuscript is scientifically valuable and relevant but needs language improvement and minor clarifications to reach publication standard.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The authors do not cite enough literature on the applications. The authors are encouraged to incorporate a discussion of this literature in the introduction.

For the references to be more sufficient, I suggest the author add the following references.
a) Abiodun Ezekiel Owoyemi, Ibrahim Mohammed Sulaiman, Pushpendra Kumar, Venkatesan Govindaraj and Mustafa Mamat. (2023). Some novel mathematical analysis on the fractional-order 2019-nCoV dynamical model. Journal of Mathematics Methods in Applied Sciences. 2022. doi.org/10.1002/mma.8772.

b) Owoyemi, Abiodun Ezekiel, Ibrahim Mohammed Sulaiman, Mustafa Mamat, and Sunday Ezekiel Olowo. "Stability and Bifurcation Analysis in a Fractional-order Epidemic Model with Sub-Optimal Immunity, Nonlinear Incidence and Saturated Recovery Rate." IAENG International Journal of Applied Mathematics 51, no. 3 (2021).
c) Abiodun Ezekiel Owoyemi, Ibrahim Mohammed Sulaiman, Mustafa Mamat Sunday Ezekiel Olowo (2021), Stability and Bifurcation Analysis in a Fractional-order Epidemic Model with Sub-Optimal Immunity, Nonlinear Incidence and Saturated Recovery Rate. IAENG International Journal of Applied Mathematics (Accepted Journal - Ref no. - IJAM_2020_06_07a).
	

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


	Not really. There are many grammatical errors cited in the manuscript, and lacks some academic tone
Author: “Our results differ from those reported by...”
Issue: Acceptable, but repetitive use throughout. Varying language would enhance scholarly tone.
Suggested: "These findings contrast with the results reported by..."

Author: “Females were the most affected, with a prevalence of 25.33%, compared with 22.67% of males for measles.”
Issue: Redundant phrasing and awkward comparison.
Suggested: "Females had a higher prevalence of measles (25.33%) compared to males (22.67%)."
Therefore, I recommend English proofreading for the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript addresses an important public health issue and provides valuable epidemiological data on measles and rubella in Guinea. With some improvements in language clarity, consistency in methodology description, and minor structural edits, it has strong potential to contribute meaningfully to regional and global disease surveillance literature. A thorough language review is recommended to enhance its suitability for publication.
Finally, I recommend that the authors address all the points before the paper can be accepted for publication.  
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