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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 makes a valuable contribution to the scientific community by providing critical, prospective data on mild traumatic brain injury (mTBI) from a resource-constrained setting in sub-Saharan Africa, where such evidence is often limited. It highlights a strikingly high prevalence (43.7%) of clinically significant brain injury in patients with mTBI, challenging the assumption that a normal Glasgow Coma Scale (GCS) score reliably excludes serious intracranial pathology. The findings underscore the importance of mechanism-based triage—particularly for road traffic crashes and pedestrian injuries—and support the need for context-sensitive clinical decision-making to optimize CT use in environments with limited imaging access. Ultimately, this work informs both local clinical practice and global neurotrauma research by emphasizing the unique epidemiological and logistical challenges faced in low- and middle-income countries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It effectively and concisely conveys the study's core components: the condition (mild traumatic brain injury), the key outcome (clinically significant brain injury), the central aims (prevalence and predictors), and the specific study context (Abuja, Nigeria). 
	

	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-structured and comprehensive, effectively summarizing the study. However, a few minor additions could enhance its clarity and impact.

Suggestions for Addition:

1. In the "Results" section: Explicitly list the key predictors identified, rather than just describing the affected cohort. This would make the take-home message for clinicians even clearer.

Suggestion: Add a sentence such as: "Key predictors included male sex, involvement in road traffic crashes (particularly as a pedestrian), and the presence of loss of consciousness.

2. In the "Conclusion" section: Briefly state the primary clinical implication more directly.

Suggestion: Consider refining the final sentence to: "In similar resource-constrained environments, these features should be used to identify high-risk patients, prompting a low threshold for CT imaging and neurosurgical evaluation.

Suggestion for Deletion/Modification:

· The "Background" is slightly lengthy. The sentence beginning with "Several clinical decision rules..." is important context, but could be made more concise to prioritize the study's unique setting.

· Suggestion: Consider condensing to: "Clinical decision rules exist to guide CT use, but their applicability in settings with constrained CT access and a high prevalence of high-energy mechanisms like road traffic crashes is uncertain.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on a thorough review, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct in its methodology, reporting, and interpretation.  The manuscript demonstrates scientific rigor. It makes no unsupported causal claims, presents transparent data, and discusses results and limitations within the appropriate context of existing scientific knowledge and local constraints.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient and appropriately recent, providing a solid foundation for the manuscript.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are entirely suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is well-written, clear, and adheres to the formal, objective tone expected in academic writing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-conceived and executed study that makes a valuable contribution to the neurotrauma literature, particularly for low- and middle-income country (LMIC) settings. The strengths are clear: a prospective design, a pragmatic and clinically relevant primary outcome, and findings that have immediate implications for triage and resource allocation in environments like Abuja.
This is a solid study from an under-researched setting with findings that directly challenge standard triage assumptions. The high prevalence of significant injury is alarming and clinically important. The authors have conducted rigorous work for a descriptive study. My major suggestion is to perform and report simple comparative statistics if the data exists, as it would significantly increase the paper's impact. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Based on a careful review of the manuscript, no major unresolved ethical issues are apparent. The authors have addressed the fundamental ethical requirements for clinical research.
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