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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 presents an important cross-sectional study on the prevalence of Gastroesophageal Reflux Disease (GERD) and its endoscopic manifestations in a Nigerian hospital setting. The study adds valuable information to the limited epidemiological data on GERD in African populations, challenging previous assumptions that GERD is rare in this population. The methodology is sound, using validated diagnostic tools (Carlsson-Dent questionnaire) and appropriate endoscopic procedures, with clear classification of findings according to standard criteria (Los Angeles classification).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title adequately reflects the content of the study. It clearly identifies the research focus on endoscopic findings in patients with clinical GERD diagnosis, and specifies the study location.
	

	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, providing a clear overview of the study's background, aim, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, I suggest adding a brief mention of the specific risk factors identified in the study (alcohol, obesity, NSAIDs) to the abstract, as this was one of the stated aims of the research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The research question is clearly defined, the methodology is appropriate for the study design, and the conclusions are supported by the data presented. The study uses standard diagnostic criteria and classification systems, which strengthens its scientific validity. The discussion section effectively contextualizes the findings within existing literature, noting similarities and differences with studies from other regions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and include both classic and relatively recent literature on GERD. The manuscript cites 34 references that appropriately support the background, methodology, and discussion of findings. The literature cited includes international studies from various regions (North America, Europe, Asia, and Africa), providing good context for comparing prevalence rates and manifestations of GERD globally.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally well-written and comprehensible. However, there are minor grammatical issues and some awkward phrasings that could be improved:

· Some inconsistencies in subject-verb agreement

· Occasional unclear sentences in the discussion section

· Some typos (e.g., in Table 1, age group "45-39" should likely be "45-49")

· Formatting issues with superscript reference numbers

These issues should be addressed to improve readability and clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The study would benefit from a more detailed explanation of how the sample size was determined.

2. Figures 1 and 2 need better labeling and formatting. Figure 1 in particular is described in text but the actual figure representation is unclear.

3. The authors should consider adding a multivariate analysis of risk factors to strengthen the study's findings.

4. The limitations section is appropriately self-critical, identifying important constraints such as lack of 24-hour pH monitoring.

5. Some discrepancies exist in percentages (e.g., NERD is reported as 76.1% in results but 76.2% in discussion) - these should be checked for consistency.

6. The statistical analysis methods should be more explicitly described in the methodology section.
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