
 

1 

 

June 02, 2014  

 

Dear Mr. Comrie:  

 

Your manuscript, "Trends in NFL Concussion Recording 2010-2012," has been reviewed by at least 2 

certified athletic trainers or other sports medicine professionals. After studying their reviews and 

recommendations and reading the manuscript myself, unfortunately, I must conclude that it is not 

appropriate for the Journal of Athletic Training. The reasons for this rejection are inappropriate level of 

sophistication and faulty conception or design.  

 

Please find below the comments of the reviewers who evaluated your manuscript. I hope these 

comments will be helpful to you as you consider revising the manuscript and submitting it for 

publication elsewhere.  

 

Thank you for your support of the Journal of Athletic Training.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Tamara C. Valovich McLeod, PhD, ATC, FNATA  

Section Editor  

 

Editorial Office Contact:  

Leslie E. Neistadt, ELS  

Journal of Athletic Training  

Saint Louis University  

3437 Caroline Mall, Office 3088  

St Louis, MO 63104 USA  

phone: 314-977-8591  

fax: 314-977-8503  

jat@slu.edu  

 

 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------  

Reviewer #1 (General comments to author about the manuscript):  

 

The goal of this manuscript was to analyze and summarize trends in sustained concussions among NFL 

players through 2010-2012 seasons. While the author(s) is commended for his/her interest in a very 

important area of research, there are several concerns with the methodology and scientific rigor of the 

background, findings, and impression of the current study.  

 

Reviewer #1 (Specific comments to author about the manuscript):  
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Authors relied on several biased sources for data collection, such as social media (e.g., Twitter, NFL 

injury report). While the authors did acknowledge the limitations of data sources, and also noted the 

likelihood of underreporting due to various reasons (e.g., different injuries reported in place of a 

concussion, end of season non-reporting), this certainly questions the integrity of the data. Similarly, the 

authors inferred the diagnosis of concussion, based on description of the injury (e.g., jaw injury). For 

example, the author noted that "Fink's Rule" was used - this concept or theory has never been 

empirically investigated. In fact, this theory has more opposing support based on individual differences 

in vulnerability to biomechanical force and resulting injury. Regardless, it is quite concerning that 

researchers were identifying injuries in such a haphazard manor, and it not clear how many judgment 

calls were made secondary to unclear data (e.g., discrepancy in sources 

reporting injuries). It is noted if this data was collected by one individual, or multiple researchers, or if 

there was a standardized protocol during data collection to determine if there was reliability across 

inclusion/exclusion of injuries.  

 

The manuscript is written in a colloquial manner, and the content relies heavily on media-driven 

websites and other internet based information (e.g., YouTube). Stylistically, the article seems to be 

written through the lens of an opinionated reporter rather than an unbiased review of the current 

literature. There are several unnecessary anecdotes, making the article quite lengthy and dramatic. This 

article may be quite interesting to the casual NFL fan from this standpoint. At other times, the 

researchers describe the game of football in a very basic, rudimentary manor, which seems unnecessary 

from a research standpoint. Regardless, this article does not appeal to the appropriate audience.  

 

Reviewer #2 (General comments to author about the manuscript):  

 

In general, the manuscript is original and deals with an important topic, however it is not appropriate for 

JAT. While the paper provides and interesting perspective and is entertaining, it reads more like an 

editorial with extensive commentary than a research paper. The author(s) makes many unsubstantiated 

claims about concussion management in the NFL. The paper lacks sound scientific methodology to 

substantiate the majority of findings and conclusions.  

 

Reviewer #2 (Specific comments to author about the manuscript):  

 

1. The introduction is essentially a commentary with little rationale to support a purpose for the paper. 

An example of this is found in the first sentence, when the authors state the previous NFL mTBI 

committee was discredited and disbanded due to pressure from Congress. The reference for this does 

not confirm why the committee was disbanded, and is purely speculative. That same introductory 

paragraph ends with statements which are opinion/commentary in nature, such as: "It is obviously in 

the NFL's best interest to promote positive publications,..." and "...the NFL's long history of supporting 

questionable research by investigators of dubious quality with conflicts of interest have led many 

scientists to question the integrity of NFL concussion data...." While I happen to personally agree with 

many of the claims made by the authors, the references for supporting these statements are no more 

credible than those who the authors point to as being suspect.  
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2. Lines 74-88 represent the most obvious reason that this paper is not fit for JAT. This section of the 

introduction reads like a sports page editorial, and has no supporting evidence for the statements. For 

example: "The rookies' lack of seasoning, coupled with a desire to make the team, could result in more 

reckless play, missed assignments, and poor decision making, thus creating an increased risk of recorded 

concussions than would otherwise be expected in a purely veteran population." - is purely speculative.  

 

3. There is not a clearly stated purpose to end the discussion section. The reader is left to assume the 

authors simply wish to prove that the NFL's previous statistics on concussion are wrong.  

 

4. The authors use a collection of injury reporting sources (NFLOIR, CBSSIR, and an FFL twitter account) 

which are not reliable, especially when the authors have no control over the data collection. They 

attempt to describe how cases with inconsistencies were adjudicated, but clearly there was still a lot of 

subjectivity involved. This becomes problematic, when the authors were unable to confirm details with 

the primary source - the team's medical personnel.  

 

5. The attempt to determine concussion rates stratified by ethnicity was never a stated purpose. The 

authors admitted that they used an "inexact method" to capture these data. I think it's safe to say that 

much of the data collection and analyses were used inexact methods.  

 

6. Additionally, there is an excessive amount of commentary and conjecture, and fewer results around 

the subheadings of Race Influence, Team Influence, Rule Changes, and Misclassification." For example - 

Lines 372-381 regarding factors likely contributing to the increase in recorded concussion are 

speculative, and not appropriate for a "Results" section of a research manuscript.  

 

 

 

 


