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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.


	The manuscript provides a link between heavy trace metal dysregulation and dementia in a Nigerian female population, So, it’s to be said “region-specific” analysis that is largely lacking in the global literature. The authors have shed the light on: 1) elevated neurotoxic metals (Pb, Cd, and As) and 2) reduced essential trace elements (Zn, Cu, and Se). I think this study can potentiate the evidence that environmental and nutritional exposures can be considered during dementia pathogenesis. Subsequently, it can also encourage and provide a comprehensive guideline for further studies such as large-scale and multi-regional studies related to the field. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I think using the word “Some” in the tile is not clear and not specific. I suggest including the investigated elements in the title to indicate the study. I suggest something similar to: ASSOCIATION OF BLOOD LEVELS OF LEAD, CADMIUM, ARSENIC, ZINC, COPPER, AND SELENIUM IN FEMALE DEMENTIA PATIENTS IN OWERRI, NIGERIA. 
	

	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.


	I can see some controversiality in the abstract, in the conclusion part, the authors have written “higher levels of zinc, lead, cadmium, arsenic parallel to controls,” but in the results section they wrote “zinc, copper, and selenium were lower in dementia patients. These data should be uniformed and corrected.
I also, I suggest reducing the numbers in the results part of the abstract (as it looks too crowded with numbers), and substituting them with phrases such as “elevated, reduced, increased … etc.” to improve clarity and simplicity of the manuscript. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The age of the participants is (20 – 45), dementia is very rare in this age group, so the authors shall clarify if these were confirmed as early diagnosed dementia cases?? 
Also, what were the diagnostic criteria that confirm the diagnosis of these patients? (DSM-5, ICD-10, MMSE, MoCA, or registered database from hospital or clinic)?
Table 1 shows the metal concentrations in g/dL units; however, these elements are usually expressed in µg/dL, µg/L, or ng/mL units. Could the authors recheck this point? Or clarify why g/dL was used instead of the standard units?
Also, again in Table 1, the lower and upper CI data of the dementia patients for copper do not align with the mean, kindly recheck and correct. 
I suggest that the initial parts of the methodology to be rewritten with the following subheadings “Study setting and design, Data collection, Inclusion and exclusion criteria (I prefer to be rewritten as paragraphs rather than bullet list) for improve clarity. I also suggest merging these two subheadings into one subheading as they are related to each other (Sample Collection and Preparation and Analytical Methods and Procedures)
I suggest the authors do compare their data with global data and studies in the discussion to potentiate their analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Many of the utilized references are outdated (even some are 15–20 years old) such as (ref. 2, 4-16 .. etc). I suggest updating the referencing and citing references published within 2020–2025.
	

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


	I have noticed some grammatical mistakes and awkward sentence constructions such as “Dementia has shown to have multiple risk factors” which can be rewritten to “Dementia has been shown to have multiple risk factors”. And “Selenium (Se); Selenium, an essential antioxidant trace element” which can be rewritten as “Selenium (Se), an essential antioxidant trace element” to avoid repetition. Here in “Values with P<0.05 were considered statistically” P in p-value is better to be rewritten as small letter not capital throughout the whole manuscript. And the “C” in Copper in the keywords should be capitalized. These are just some examples of grammatical errors. I suggest the authors revise the whole manuscript and correct these errors and others.  
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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