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	PART 1: Comments

	
	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 provides robust and policy-relevant evidence on the association between comprehensive visual function parameters and road traffic accident risk among commercial vehicle drivers in a low- and middle-income country setting. Its strength lies in the simultaneous assessment of multiple visual functions using both WHO and national (FRSC) standards, thereby addressing a critical gap in existing literature that has relied largely on visual acuity alone. The findings have clear
implications for strengthening driver vision screening regulations and contribute valuable data to global efforts aimed at improving road safety through evidence-based eye health interventions
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title is generally suitable and accurately reflects the study objectives, population, and key variables. It clearly identifies the focus on visual function and road traffic accidents among commercial vehicle drivers in a defined geographic setting, which is appropriate for an original research article.
However, the title could be strengthened by emphasizing the comprehensive nature of visual function assessment and the risk/association aspect, which would better highlight the manuscript’s scientific contribution.
Suggested alternative titles: Association Between Visual Function Impairment and Road Traffic Accident Risk Among Commercial Vehicle Drivers in Gwagwalada, Abuja
	

	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 adequate and informative, but minor revisions focused on clarity, emphasis, and impact would enhance its suitability for publication and improve reader engagement.
However, a few refinements would improve clarity, completeness, and reviewer impact:
1. Clarify the study design more precisely: Replace “community base cross sectional study design” with “community-based cross-sectional study” for standard scientific phrasing.
2. Briefly justify the choice of visual parameters: Consider adding a short phrase indicating that multiple visual functions were assessed to provide a comprehensive evaluation beyond visual acuity alone, which is a key strength of the study.
3. Streamline the Results section: The Results section is somewhat dense. You may consider highlighting only the most statistically significant findings, particularly:
The strong association of FRSC-defined abnormal visual acuity and abnormal stereoacuity with RTA risk.
Less critical prevalence figures (e.g., detailed percentages for all visual functions) could be slightly reduced.
4. Strengthen the concluding statement: The conclusion is appropriate but could be strengthened by briefly emphasizing the policy or public health implication, such as improving enforcement of pre-license vision screening to enhance road safety.
No major deletions required
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, with no major methodological flaws. Minor clarifications and careful framing of interpretations would further improve its scientific robustness and credibility for publication
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current reference list appears to include key foundational studies relevant to visual function, driving safety, and related screening criteria. However, there are some areas where additional recent and more field-specific literature would strengthen the scientific context and credibility, particularly studies published in the last 5 years and those focused on visual function and road traffic accidents (RTAs).
	



	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript is suitable for scholarly communication after minor to moderate English language revision, preferably by a native English speaker or a professional academic editing service. Improving language clarity will enhance readability, precision, and the overall impact of the study without requiring changes to the scientific content.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	
Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript.
	

	
Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There are no apparent competing interest issues in this manuscript
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	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript ( Highest: 10 Lowest: 0 )
Guideline:
Accept As It Is: (>9-10) Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8) Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5) Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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