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	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 publication presents essential field-based information about the diagnostic efficacy of the Panbio™ COVID-19 Ag Rapid Test in symptomatic patients, an area where data are lacking in Central and West Africa. The work provides vital insights into the reliability of the quick antigen test by directly comparing it to RT-PCR in real clinical scenarios, particularly in resource-limited areas where molecular testing capabilities are frequently restricted. The results indicate elevated sensitivity and specificity, endorsing the test's application for swift triage, prompt clinical decision-making, and infection management during times of increased viral prevalence. This provides critical insights that might inform national testing strategies and enhance public health responses in analogous healthcare settings.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but kindly make change as “Evaluation of PanbioTM COVID-19 Ag Rapid test as a Point-of-care for triage of symptomatic patients at the entry points of a public hospital in Gabon”
	

	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 outlines the study's objective, findings, and conclusion; yet, it lacks comprehensiveness and requires modification for clarity and precision. The Methodology section contains language unrelated to the current COVID-19 investigation, namely regarding liver cirrhosis and portal hypertension, which seems to be an inadvertent inclusion from another source. This should be completely eliminated and substituted with a succinct overview of the used methodologies (study duration, sample size, nasopharyngeal sampling, Panbio™ Ag RDT technique, and RT-PCR reference testing). The abstract would benefit from a succinct background phrase emphasizing the significance of fast antigen testing in COVID-19 triage, along with a more concise discussion of critical performance measures. Enhancing the technique and refining the structure will significantly elevate the abstract's coherence and scientific merit.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper effectively tackles a significant public health issue and is methodologically robust in its fundamental design, data gathering strategy, and primary analytical framework. The study employs a prospective cross-sectional design with paired nasopharyngeal samples for both Panbio™ COVID-19 Ag RDT and RT-PCR, which is suitable for evaluating diagnostic accuracy. The sample size of 431 symptomatic patients ensures sufficient statistical power, and the authors present essential performance metrics—sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value, negative predictive value, and likelihood ratios—utilizing RT-PCR as the reference standard. These results correspond with anticipated performance ranges documented in other research, hence enhancing the reliability of the findings.

Nonetheless, some difficulties want rectification to enhance scientific rigor. The abstract includes extraneous methodological content from an unrelated work, which has to be eliminated and substituted with a precise summary. The methodologies might benefit from further specificity about RT-PCR cut-off values, distributions of Ct values, and a rationale for employing a Ct ≤ 40 positive criterion. Furthermore, displaying a complete 2×2 contingency table and using agreement metrics like Cohen’s kappa would enhance transparency. A more thorough examination of limitations—particularly regarding variation effects, generalizability, and the impact of symptom duration—would significantly improve clarity. These edits will render the text scientifically rigorous and appropriate for publishing.
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