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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 data on the frequency and associated factors of varicella-zoster virus (VZV) infection in Guinea, a region with limited published information. The findings on risk factors such as age, HIV status, and overcrowding can inform public health strategies and targeted interventions. Overall, the study contributes important insights for clinicians, epidemiologists, and policymakers aiming to reduce the burden of VZV infections.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Abbreviations should generally be avoided in titles. Please replace “CHU” with the full term, “Centre Hospitalier Universitaire.”
Suggestion:

Frequency and associated risk factors of varicella-zoster virus infection at the Centre Hospitalier Universitaire of Conakry, Guinea

	

	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.


	Overall, the abstract is well-written. However, below are some suggestions to improve clarity, scientific precision, and consistency, section by section:

INTRODUCTION

Consider re-writing the second sentence:

“As varicella represents the primary infection, the incidence and severity of herpes zoster increase with age, particularly after 50 years.”

Last sentence:

METHODS

The study design is generally clear; however, the time frame and study population could be expressed more precisely to improve clarity as below.

“This was a descriptive and analytical cross-sectional study conducted from August 29, 2019, to February 29, 2020, including all patients diagnosed with varicella or herpes zoster and followed at the Dermatology–STD Department of CHU Donka.”

RESULTS

The manuscript presents relevant findings; however, some revisions are recommended to improve clarity, scientific rigor, and consistency:

- Report p-values correctly: “p = 0.00” → “p < 0.001.”

- Organize results clearly, separating varicella and herpes zoster.

- Carefully distinguish associations from causality; cross-sectional design only supports associations. For example, the sentence stating that certain factors “could be responsible for the occurrence of shingles” implies causality and should be revised.

- The last statement regarding stress, lack of sleep, hypertension, weight loss, and smoking belongs in the Discussion section, not Results. In the Results, present objective associations, e.g.,

“Other factors, including stress, lack of sleep, hypertension, weight loss, and smoking, were significantly associated with herpes zoster.”

CONCLUSION

Suggestion: 

“The frequency of VZV infection (3%) observed in the Dermatology–STD Department of CHU Donka is notable and may indicate a clinically relevant burden of varicella and herpes zoster in this population. Further studies are needed to better understand the risk factors for VZV infection and its potential complications.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript (main text) is scientifically sound, with an appropriate study design, data analysis, and results. However, some changes/ revisions could further improve it, as outlined below, section by section:
INTRODUCTION

2nd paragraph, 1st sentence

There appears to be a minor typographical error: “Ears later” should be corrected to “Years later.”

Last paragraph, last two sentences

Suggested rewording for clarity and improved scientific style:

“The lack of available data on varicella-zoster virus infection and its risk factors motivated this study. Its objectives were to determine the frequency of VZV infection and to identify associated risk factors, providing information that may assist policymakers in resource allocation and targeted interventions for vulnerable populations.”

METHODS

Consider clarifying and streamlining the description of the study and target population, as some sentences are repetitive (e.g., description of admitted patients and inclusion criteria). The first three paragraphs could be consolidated into a single, concise sentence for improved clarity and readability, for example: 

“This descriptive and analytical cross-sectional study was conducted from August 29, 2019, to February 29, 2020, at the Dermatology–STD Department of CHU Donka, including all patients admitted for varicella or herpes zoster, whether for consultation or hospitalization.”

4th paragraph

“Based on clinical arguments” could be revised to “based on clinical criteria”

Suggestion for the last paragraph:

“From an ethical standpoint, the study protocol was approved by the Head of the Dermatology–STD Department. The study was conducted for purely scientific purposes, with strict adherence to medical confidentiality. Informed and voluntary consent was obtained from all participants, and anonymity was maintained throughout the study.”

RESULTS

Some of the points below were also mentioned in our comments on the Abstract section.

Report p-values correctly; values such as p = 0.00 should be presented as p < 0.001.

Carefully distinguish association from causality. Phrases such as “The risk factors for chickenpox were…” or “The main risk factors for shingles were…” imply causality. It would be more appropriate to use “Factors significantly associated with varicella were…” or “Factors significantly associated with herpes zoster were…” to reflect the associative nature of the findings.

Avoid statements such as “could be responsible for…” in the Results section, as these imply causal inference. More aproppriate for the Discussion section.

Consider structuring the Results into clear subsections: prevalence, sociodemographic characteristics, associated factors, lesion location, and complications.

FIGURE/ TABLES:

Figure 1:
The figure uses French labels (e.g., “Autres,” “Zona,” “Varicelle”). Please correct all labels to English to ensure consistency throughout the manuscript.

Table II:
Please replace “shingles” with “herpes zoster” to maintain consistent scientific terminology throughout the text.

DISCUSSION

The discussion provides a good overview of the study findings and places them in the context of existing literature. The comparison with previous studies from Guinea and other countries is informative.

CONCLUSION

The conclusion summarizes the main findings well. Minor rewording could improve clarity and scientific style, e.g., 
“The frequency of VZV infection (3%) observed in the Dermatology-STD Department of CHU Donka indicates a clinically relevant burden. Age, HIV, and overcrowding were significantly associated with VZV infection, while other factors such as stress, lack of sleep, and smoking warrant further investigation.”

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant but some are outdated. Including more recent studies (2020–2025) on VZV epidemiology and risk factors would strengthen the manuscript.
Suggestions:

1) Zheng H, Wang Y, Chen J, Li X, Zhou C, Yang H, et al. Herpes zoster incidence and burden in older adults: a systematic review and meta‑analysis. BMC Public Health. 2025;25:103.

2) Wu J, Liu Y, Chen Q, Wang J, Zheng Y, Gao R, et al. Global burden of varicella and herpes zoster across 204 countries, 1990–2021: temporal trends and projections. Lancet Infect Dis. 2025;25(4):423–39.

3) Smith KJ, Leung J, Nguyen DV, Johnson RW, Glesby MJ. Incidence and risk of complications of herpes zoster: a systematic literature review. Infect Dis Ther. 2025;14(2):185–205.


	

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


	The manuscript is understandable and conveys the scientific content, but minor language editing is recommended to improve clarity, conciseness, and overall readability for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Please replace the term “shingles” with “herpes zoster” throughout the abstract and main text.

The abstract and main text would also benefit from minor language editing to improve scientific precision and readability.

The abbreviation “CHU” appears in the abstract and throughout the manuscript. Please write the full name of the institution at its first occurrence in the abstract, followed by the abbreviation in parentheses (e.g., “Centre Hospitalier Universitaire (CHU) of Conakry”). Thereafter, use “CHU” consistently throughout the text.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No.
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback
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