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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 is significant because it presents baseline epidemiologic information regarding the urinary electrolyte status of the rural population in the southern part of Chad: Grand Sido and Kouh-Est, which has a scarcity of biochemical and renal data. The determination of the urinary electrolyte status, including sodium, potassium, and calcium, aids in the better understanding of the hydration status, dietary habits, and possible risk factors for cardiometabolic diseases. This study helps address the knowledge gap regarding the urinary electrolyte status, which has been lacking in the literature for the sub-Saharan African rural population.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	YES
	

	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.

	1) In the abstract, the sentence “This is a cross-sectional, descriptive, and analytical study conducted among 783 volunteer participants aged 5 to 90 years residing in the localities of Grand Sido and Kouh-Est.” is clear, but it could be made more informative by briefly mentioning how many participants came from each region. Since this information is already available in the manuscript, adding it would help readers better understand the comparative nature of the study right from the abstract.

2) In the abstract, the sentence “Statistical analysis was used to compare electrolyte profiles between the two areas and according to age groups, with a significance threshold set at p < 0.05.” could be made clearer by specifying that chi-square tests (as mentioned in the Methods section) were used for comparisons. Including the named test would improve methodological transparency and make the analysis more precise for readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Inconsistency Between Stated Objectives and Presented Results
In the Introduction, the manuscript states:
“The objective of this study is therefore to characterise and quantify the main urinary electrolytes (sodium, potassium, calcium, magnesium, chloride, etc.).”

Similarly, in the Discussion section, it is mentioned that:
“The average levels of urinary excretion of sodium (Na⁺), potassium (K⁺), calcium (Ca²⁺) and magnesium (Mg²⁺) observed in this study show significant variations…”

Furthermore, in the Conclusion, the manuscript states:
“This study enabled an in-depth biochemical characterisation and rigorous quantification of the main urinary electrolytes (Na⁺, K⁺, Ca²⁺, Mg²⁺, Cl⁻) in the populations of Grand Sido and Kouh-Est…”

However, in the Results section and corresponding tables/figures, the data are primarily presented for Na⁺, K⁺, and Ca²⁺, while magnesium (Mg²⁺) and chloride (Cl⁻) values are not clearly shown in tabulated or graphical form.

For consistency and scientific clarity, ensure alignment between the stated objectives and the presented results. If magnesium and chloride were measured, their complete data (mean ± SD, regional comparison, statistical analysis) should be clearly included in the Results section and corresponding tables or figures. Alternatively, if detailed data for Mg²⁺ and Cl⁻ are not available, the objectives and concluding statements should be revised to accurately reflect the electrolytes that were fully analyzed and reported.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The reference list appears generally appropriate and adequately supports the scientific background and discussion presented in the manuscript.
	

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

	
A few minor typographical errors were noted in the manuscript. For example, in the Introduction, the phrase “data-t-on the composition and concentration of urinary electrolytes…” appears to contain a typographical error and likely should read “data on the composition…”. Similarly, the expression “magnesium in take” should be corrected to “magnesium intake.” Addressing these minor typographical issues would improve the clarity and overall presentation quality of the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments
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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 details)
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