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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.


	This manuscript presents a theoretical modeling approach to understand time-dependent infectivity and viral kinetics across different coronaviruses (SARS-CoV, SARS-CoV-2, MERS-CoV) and cell systems. The author has attempted to integrate breathing rate, viral emission, and number density to define distinct time regimes associated with infection, symptom onset, and viral load peak. Such an approach is relevant to understanding transmission dynamics and host susceptibility, especially for airborne viruses.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title accurately reflects the study’s focus on temporal dynamics in viral binding and infectivity. It is clear and appropriate.
	

	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 comprehensive but could be slightly refined for clarity. The sentence "The results given, 1.29 *e*. (+7) and 27.9 *e*. (+7) viral particles per m³, were respectively 9.04-9.17 and 8.27-8.4 days for Delta and Omicron variants: the latter is more virulent" is grammatically confusing. It should be rephrased for better readability, for example: "For viral number densities of 1.29e7 and 27.9e7 particles/m³, the calculated time to infection was 9.04-9.17 and 8.27-8.4 days for the Delta and Omicron variants, respectively, indicating the latter's higher virulence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents extensive mathematical and theoretical modeling supported by relevant literature. The conceptual framework is sound, but the presentation could be improved by:

· Providing a schematic overview of the equations and workflow.

· Clarifying how certain constants (e.g., viral load per cell) were derived from literature data.

· Including uncertainty discussion or limitations regarding assumptions (e.g., homogeneous mixing, constant viral load).

The study is technically sound and well referenced but would benefit from improved readability and figure captions.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. References include recent and foundational works up to 2025, covering both experimental and theoretical perspectives (e.g., Dobramysl et al., 2024; Udema, 2025 series). The citation format is appropriate, though consistency in punctuation (e.g., spacing before DOI) should be checked.
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but the manuscript would benefit from thorough proofreading by a native English speaker or professional editing service. There are numerous instances of grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and typographical errors (e.g., "simptom", "treats" instead of "threats", "complaint" instead of "compliant") that hinder readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript contributes meaningfully to theoretical viral kinetics research. It introduces a novel aspect by linking breathing parameters with infectivity time regimes. A few editorial and linguistic revisions will greatly improve its clarity and impact. Figures and tables are informative but should include complete captions and consistent units. Overall, this is a publishable work after minor to moderate revision.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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