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	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 addresses an important and emerging area in global mental health: the acceptability of artificial intelligence (AI) tools in child and adolescent psychiatry within a low- and middle-income country (LMIC) context. Given the rapid expansion of digital psychiatry and AI-supported healthcare systems worldwide, understanding caregiver perspectives in Nigeria fills a significant contextual and cultural research gap. Caregivers are central decision-makers in pediatric mental health care; therefore, their perceptions directly influence adoption and sustainability of AI tools. The study contributes preliminary empirical data that can inform ethical implementation strategies, culturally sensitive digital health policies, and future large-scale validation research in sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is largely appropriate and clearly reflects the content of the manuscript. However, minor refinement for clarity and formatting consistency is recommended.

Suggested alternative title:
“Caregiver Perceptions and Acceptability of Artificial Intelligence Tools in Child and Adolescent Mental Health: A Pilot Survey in Lagos, Nigeria”

(Adding a colon and comma improves scholarly presentation.)


	

	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 well-structured and includes background, methods, results, and conclusion. However, the following improvements are recommended:

1. Clarify that the 6-item scale was derived from a 12-item questionnaire.

2. Briefly mention that this was a single-center pilot study.

3. Consider adding one short statement on key implications (e.g., need for caregiver education or ethical frameworks).

Otherwise, the abstract adequately summarizes the study design, statistical findings, and reliability outcomes.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate for a pilot cross-sectional study. The statistical analyses (Chi-square, ANOVA, Cronbach’s alpha, inter-item correlation matrix) are correctly applied and clearly reported.

However, several improvements are suggested:

1. Clarify the rationale for dichotomization of perception and acceptability scores (loss of information should be acknowledged).

2. Report effect sizes alongside ANOVA results to strengthen interpretation.

3. The reported ANOVA degrees of freedom (e.g., F(6,53)) should be rechecked for consistency with the number of age categories described.

4. Discuss more explicitly the limitations of convenience sampling and small sample size in the discussion section.

5. The psychometric evaluation would benefit from exploratory factor analysis in future larger studies.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically robust for a pilot study.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally appropriate, recent (mostly 2019–2024), and relevant to AI in psychiatry and digital health adoption. WHO ethical guidance and digital psychiatry literature are appropriately cited.

However:

· Reference 5 appears inconsistently formatted.

· Some citations (e.g., numbers 1, 6) should be rechecked for formatting consistency.

· The preprint citation (medRxiv) should be justified or replaced with a peer-reviewed source if available.

Overall, references are sufficient and current.


	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear academic English and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical and stylistic corrections are recommended:

· Ensure consistent capitalization of section headings (e.g., “Material and Methods” instead of “material and methods”).

· Standardize formatting of tables.

· Minor typographical corrections in statistical reporting.

Professional copy-editing would further improve clarity and presentation.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The reliability section is a strength of the manuscript and demonstrates thoughtful instrument evaluation.

· Consider separating “Results” and “Discussion” into distinct sections for improved structure.

· A brief limitations subsection would strengthen the manuscript.

· Clarify whether verbal consent was documented and how confidentiality was ensured in Google Forms data collection.

Overall, this is a timely and contextually valuable pilot study with meaningful implications for AI integration in LMIC mental health services.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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