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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.
	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant topic in child neuropsychiatry: electroencephalographic (EEG) patterns in children with neurodevelopmental disorders (NDDs) in Nigeria. This is a valuable contribution given the lack of local and regional data, with a relatively large sample (n=167) and robust statistical analysis.
The study combines a clinical description with electrophysiological correlates and provides useful evidence for improving clinical practice in low- and middle-income settings.
However, the article has methodological limitations, certain inaccuracies in the writing, and structural aspects that could be improved to strengthen its clarity, reproducibility, and scientific value.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, it is
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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.
	
No, the abstract is perfect, very clear and well structured.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention
them in the review form.
	
Yes, it is
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	Areas for improvement
1. Writing and style
· The manuscript alternates between a descriptive and argumentative tone, but at times loses precision. I suggest more rigorous linguistic editing to improve fluency and coherence.
· Some sections of the Discussion repeat results without analyzing them in depth.
2. Methodology
· The study is presented as prospective, but lacks details on the consecutive selection of patients (were there any refusals? exclusion criteria?). This may introduce selection bias.
· The EEGs were interpreted solely by a consulting psychiatrist. Given the complexity of electroencephalographic reading, it would have been desirable to include at least one clinical neurophysiologist or a second evaluator to improve interobserver reliability.
3. Results
· Some tables include subgroups with very low frequencies, which limits the validity of comparisons (e.g., “other diagnoses”). The text should emphasize this limitation more clearly.
· The “EEG Feature Distribution” section mixes background and epileptiform activity findings without clear conceptual justification.
4. Discussion
· The comparison with international studies is useful, but the explanation of differences with developed countries is attributed solely to the prevalence of NDDs, without considering other factors (e.g., methodological differences, diagnostic criteria, age of the sample).
· The finding that age is an independent predictor of EEG abnormalities warrants further neurobiological exploration, beyond the mention of “cortical maturation.”
5. References:
· Titles with all words capitalized (only the first letter should be capitalized).
· Lack of official journal abbreviations.
· Citations of books, chapters, and theses not adapted to Vancouver format.
· Web citations without date of access ([cited day month year]).
· Absence of page range or DOI in several articles ([12], [18]).
- Correct errors in: [1], [2], [3], [4], [5], [6], [7], [8], [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [14], [15], [17], [18], [19], [20],
and [22].
6. Minor issues
· There are typographical errors (e.g., “system of system of electrode placement”).
· The “Consent” section appears to be taken from a clinical case rather than a cross-sectional study; it should be adapted to the nature of the manuscript.
· Reference [13] (“Nigeria MHR. On-ground Mental Health Resources...”) does not appear to be directly
relevant to the methodological objective of the study.
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