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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	This manuscript contributes valuable epidemiological data on hyperuricemia from a region where published evidence remains limited, particularly in the Niger Delta area of Nigeria. By providing prevalence estimates and identifying associated demographic and lifestyle factors in a general outpatient population, the study helps fill an important regional data. The findings, especially the association with high seafood consumption in a coastal population, offer context-specific insights that may inform locally tailored public health strategies. Although limited by its cross-sectional design, the study provides a useful foundation for future longitudinal and multicenter research in similar resource-limited settings.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally clear and reflects the main objective of the study (prevalence and associated risk factors).
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well-structured. However, it would benefit from briefly specifying that this was a hospital-based cross-sectional study using consecutive sampling. Reporting effect sizes (e.g., odds ratios with confidence intervals) instead of only p-values would strengthen the results section. Additionally, the term “risk factors” is used, but since no multivariate analysis was conducted, the word should be revised to “associated factors” rather than “risk factors,” unless regression analysis is added. Additionally, the definition (cut-off values) used for hyperuricemia should be briefly specified.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in terms of study design, data collection, and statistical procedures. The cross-sectional methodology is appropriate for estimating prevalence, and the laboratory definition of hyperuricemia is consistent with standard criteria. The results are clearly presented and supported by the statistical analysis performed.

However, there are important methodological limitations. The identification of “risk factors” is based solely on chi-square analysis without multivariate adjustment, which limits the ability to control for confounding variables. Therefore, the findings should be interpreted as associations rather than independent risk factors. Additionally, the cross-sectional design precludes causal inference.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically acceptable but would benefit from more cautious interpretation of associations and, ideally, inclusion of multivariate analysis to strengthen the validity of its conclusions.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes an adequate number of references and cites several recent studies (2023–2025), which is commendable. However, a substantial proportion of the references are older (more than 10–15 years), particularly those supporting epidemiological and risk association statements, and should be updated with more recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses.

In addition, several references are improperly formatted and presented as PubMed/PMC or website links rather than complete journal citations. All references should be revised to comply with the journal’s reference style. 

The authors are encouraged to:

· Update older references with recent high-quality evidence (preferably from the last 5 to 10 years).

· Include relevant international guidelines (e.g., EULAR and ACR guidelines on hyperuricemia/gout).

· Correct all formatting inconsistencies in the reference list (ref. 3,4,16-21, etc).

Overall, the reference list is sufficient in number but requires improvement in recency, quality, and formatting.
	

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


	The overall language quality is acceptable, and the manuscript is generally understandable. The structure is clear, and the scientific message is conveyed adequately. However, there are several grammatical errors, punctuation inconsistencies, spacing issues, and minor stylistic problems throughout the text. Some sentences are overly long or repetitive, and a few sections would benefit from tighter academic phrasing. Additionally, formatting inconsistencies (e.g., citation spacing, numbering irregularities) should be corrected.

Overall, the manuscript would benefit from professional English language editing to improve clarity, precision, and overall scholarly quality before publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript addresses an important and underexplored public health issue in a region where epidemiological data remain limited. The topic is relevant, and the study provides useful local insights, particularly regarding dietary patterns unique to the Niger Delta region.

However, several aspects require strengthening. The terminology should be revised to avoid causal language, as the cross-sectional design and absence of multivariate analysis limit conclusions to associations rather than independent risk factors. The reference list requires updating and proper formatting, and the manuscript would benefit from professional language editing to improve clarity and consistency.

With methodological clarification, cautious interpretation of findings, and editorial refinement, the manuscript has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to regional epidemiological literature.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No major ethical concerns are evident in the manuscript. The authors state that ethical approval was obtained from the Research Ethics Committee of Rivers State University Teaching Hospital, and that written informed consent was obtained from all participants. Confidentiality and anonymity were reportedly maintained.

However, the manuscript would benefit from including the specific ethical approval reference number and date of approval for completeness and transparency. Overall, there are no apparent ethical violations, but minor clarification would strengthen compliance reporting.
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