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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 provides valuable baseline data on antimicrobial resistance surveillance in Guinea, a country for which limited AMR data are currently available in the published literature. The study contributes to regional and global understanding of AMR trends in West Africa and aligns with the objectives of the WHO Global Antimicrobial Resistance Surveillance System (GLASS). The findings are relevant for clinicians, microbiologists, public health policymakers, and researchers involved in antimicrobial stewardship and surveillance programs. Moreover, the work supports evidence-based decision-making for national AMR control strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.

No change is required.

	

	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 generally comprehensive and well-structured, clearly presenting the background, methods, results, and conclusion. However, the following minor improvements are suggested:

· Specify that the data are from sentinel surveillance laboratories to improve clarity.

· Clarify whether resistance percentages represent overall resistance across all isolates or selected pathogens.

· Consider briefly mentioning the retrospective design in the Methods section of the abstract.

Overall, the abstract adequately summarizes the study.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate for a descriptive surveillance study. The laboratory methods, including bacterial identification and antimicrobial susceptibility testing following CA-SFM/EUCAST guidelines, are clearly described and valid. Data analysis methods are appropriate, and the interpretation of results is consistent with the findings. The discussion is well-aligned with existing literature and global AMR frameworks.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, relevant, and include recent high-impact publications (up to 2024). The manuscript appropriately cites WHO, GLASS, and major global AMR burden studies.

No essential references are missing, although future versions could consider adding recent regional AMR surveillance studies from neighboring West African countries for comparison.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable, suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical and stylistic edits are recommended, particularly for:

· Consistency in spelling (e.g., British vs. American English),

· Standardization of antibiotic names,

· Minor sentence restructuring in the Discussion for improved flow.

These are minor language issues and do not affect scientific clarity.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript would benefit from a brief subsection discussing limitations, particularly related to sample representativeness, missing antibiograms, and low blood culture rates.

Consider adding a map or schematic showing sentinel surveillance sites to enhance clarity.

Harmonization of percentage formatting across tables is recommended.

The manuscript is scientifically sound, relevant, and suitable for publication after minor revisions addressing clarity, presentation, and minor language improvements.
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