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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 study provides crucial,first-time data on Chlamydia trachomatis prevalence in a Togolese university, revealing a high (9.5%), largely asymptomatic infection rate. It highlights a significant public health issue and exposes a critical disconnect between students' self-reported low-risk behaviors and actual infection rates, suggesting strong social desirability bias. These findings are vital for designing effective screening and prevention programs in Togo and similar settings.
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	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 is comprehensive.I suggest explicitly noting the study's main limitation: the use of a Rapid Diagnostic Test (RDT) instead of the more accurate gold-standard test (NAAT). This provides better context for the prevalence figure.
Suggestion: Add to the conclusion: "These findings, while potentially an underestimation due to the use of rapid testing, underscore the urgent need..."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	One point for clarification: The methods state that a "dual modality" was offered to female participants, but the results in Table 1 list "Cervicovaginal Swab" and "Urine" as separate groups without clarifying that these are both subsets of the female population. This could be slightly confusing at first glance and should be made explicitly clear in the table footnote or the results text.
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	The references are sufficient and recent,covering relevant global and regional literature.
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	The language is suitable for scholarly communication.It is clear and well-structured. Minor typographical errors (e.g., "factor risk," "sexual ctivity") should be corrected with careful proofreading.
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