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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 manuscript investigates how dialysis frequency affects nutritional status, specifically body mass index (BMI) and bone mass (BM), in haemodialysis patients with end-stage renal disease. Highlighting nutrition's vital role in patient outcomes, the study provides valuable data from Togo, adding geographic diversity to existing research. Findings reveal malnutrition’s complex, multifactorial nature, stressing that dialysis frequency alone does not determine nutritional status. This underscores the importance of comprehensive, individualized care approaches to improve management in this vulnerable population.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I think this title would be more suitable: Effects of Haemodialysis Session Frequency on Nutritional Status and Bone Mass in Patients with End-Stage Renal Disease in Togo
	

	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 gives a clear summary of the study’s rationale, methods, key results, and conclusions. To make it stronger, a few points can be added.

1. State the sample size directly in the abstract.

2. Mention the use of bioelectrical impedance analysis for bone mass assessment to emphasize methodological strength.

3. Add a line on the broader clinical relevance, such as its role in guiding nutritional interventions.

4. Revise the phrase “body mass index (BMI) and bone mass (BM) are often used” by pointing out their limitations, as the study itself acknowledges.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is solid and well-structured. The methods are clear, and the use of ANOVA for statistical analysis is appropriate for examining the relationships. The discussion places the findings in the context of existing research, highlights the many factors that shape nutritional status, and stresses the need for multidimensional assessment. This shows a thoughtful scientific approach. The description of how BMI and bone mass were measured is clear and based on valid, widely accepted tools.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are well selected but adding meta-analytic studies would give more strength to the article
	

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


	The overall manuscript meets the academic standards
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