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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 subject is, more or less, important and it exhibits special significance as it takes place in Nigeria. It investigates an issue that it related to people’s life, namely women. It gives me as a researcher an idea of how and what affects women more. As a researcher, I believe that blood levels of some heavy metal in female suffering from dementia are worth-investigation. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I don’t think so. I think it would be better to be causality-based title because that is what it is or at least what it looks like. Better title is suggested to be “The effect of ….
Specifying which aspect of dementia is targeted is professional.
	

	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 would rather looking at “more” outcomes’ findings (facts) than at “more” digits (numbers) in the results’ section. Also, it would better to recommend other researchers some advices to enable them to start where the researchers here stopped.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	To some extent yes. This doesn’t mean; however, that it is 100% correct. For example, all individuals with Alzheimer diseases have dementia but not vice versa. The researchers lack the ability to specify which form, in particular they have targeted and the analysis should address that form. Putting it “not clear” makes us know what is what, not which is which. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Not enough. I expected to see variety of references (old, recent, modern and contemporary). For instance, I remembered that I had written a research on the topic entitled: “Cortical & Subcortical Dementias: A Psychoneurolinguistic Perspective.”. I also had a book on the relationship between dementia and language disorders. I didn’t see any of them here.  Theories on the topic at hand are almost absent. Systematic literatire review and metal-analyses do not exist inspite of their importance, etc.
	

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


	Yes, although it is more sophisticated. Research language should be simple and brief and, more importantly, readable. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Roughly speaking, the topic is good but it could be better. 
I wish I could see analysis for one of the features of dementia only. I wish also I could get access to know more about the age of the participations: Is it comparable in controls to that of the subjects at hand?. The same thing applies to the distribution of the dementia’s characteristic on the population under investigation: Were they matched?
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