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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 issue covered in this manuscript is very timely in the context of low- and middle-income countries in which the morbidity and mortality due to tetanus remain high even though the disease can be prevented by vaccines. Knowledge about the predictors of mortality in hospitalised tetanus patients is vital in enhancing the clinical triage, developing better prognostic, and providing specific interventions. Long 12 years period is also reflected in the study, which gives strong epidemiological and clinical data, which can be significant contributors to regional and global literature. The results also have direct operational implications especially to those clinicians serving in resource-limited infectious disease units.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It has an understandable title and is short and precise in summarizing the study. It defines the population, setting as well as the outcome of interest. No change is necessary.
	

	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 well-organized and covers the background, purpose, methodology, important findings and conclusion well. It would be more convincing to include a statement on how these findings might be used in clinical practice or policy at the conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, the article is scientifically valid. The research methodology is suitable to the research objectives especially the multivariate logistic regression to predict independent predictors of mortality. The sample size is large enough, and this increases the validity of the authors. Nevertheless, a couple of spheres can be enhanced: Elucidate the management of missing data, particularly the clinical and laboratory variables that are not carried out on all patients. The study results might have been more related to the existing prognostic scoring systems (e.g., Dakar, Ablett) in the discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The sources are sufficient, up-to-date, and contain both traditional and contemporary research (2022-2024). Minor suggestions: Make sure consistency of formatting (there are references with mixed French/English styles of punctuation). Researchers can consider including one or two sources concerning recent WHO surveillance of tetanus (after 2020).
	

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


	The text is clear although it requires moderate language editing in terms of grammar, sentence structure and clarity. There are long sentences which can be simplified. Scientific communication usually relates to the use of terminology. Professional revision of the language would increase readability. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	It is a retrospective based study of 12 years of hospital records. The manuscript does not show any ethical infractions. Ethical approval and waiver of informed consent by an institutional review board should however be clearly stated by the authors which is currently absent.
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