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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.


	The manuscript offers valuable information about the epidemiology of dengue fever in the Chad region, which aids in understanding the transmission pattern in that area. Dengue can be easily misdiagnosed as malaria because they share common clinical symptoms and due to the prevalence of malaria in the African region. The manuscript highlights the diagnostic challenges and emphasizes the importance of developing new diagnostic tools that enable both to be identified simultaneously.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable.
	

	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.


	In the abstract, it states that “complications were dominated by dehydration.” Instead of mentioning general dehydration, more specific and clinically relevant terms like hemoconcentration, plasma leakage, or hypovolemia can be used. Include more serious complications such as dengue haemorrhagic fever (DHF) and dengue shock syndrome (DSS) if available.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically accurate. But
It is mentioned in the manuscript that Ns1 Ag and RT-PCR were positive in only 2.4% and 11.9%. How are the remaining patients diagnosed with dengue? 

IgM (57.1%) cannot be sufficient for a definitive diagnosis, as it can cross-react with other flaviviruses. 

Kindly explain this.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are recent and adequate.
Referencing styles are showing some inconsistencies in the uniform referencing style. Kindly correct them.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Requires significant improvement in grammar and overall English quality.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Many spelling errors were identified, and table formatting needs correction.
In the biological data section, there is mention of a thick smear. Since it is a malarial coinfection, mention it clearly, as it has no diagnostic value for dengue infection.
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