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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 addresses a critical knowledge gap there is available regarding the haematological responses to the AstraZeneca COVID-19 vaccine in a Nigerian population. Given the global diversity in vaccine response and the limited data from sub-Saharan Africa, I believe the study provides region-specific insights that are valuable for tailoring public health strategies. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is suitable and clearly shows what the study is about and how it was done.


	

	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 gives good information but is a little too long and wordy.
Here are some simple suggestions to make it better:

· Add the actual p-values and confidence intervals for the main results.

· Remove repeated points in the background and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Partly yes.

The way the study was planned is okay, and most of the data analysis is done well.

But there are some comments:

1. The authors did not mention if prior COVID-19 infection status was ruled out..

2. The use of "Sysmex XP-300" vs "XN-300" is inconsistent — XP-300 is a 3-part analyzer, not suitable for differential WBC count. This must be corrected.
3. The results should be explained more carefully. Statistical significance does not imply clinical relevance.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, sufficient
	

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


	Understandable overall
	

	Optional/General comments


	Time since vaccination (6 months and above) is vague and should be more precise.

& Clarify if vaccinated individuals received both doses, and how soon after the second dose they were evaluated.

The study is relevant, and methodologically sound but requires clarification on methodological inconsistencies, additional analysis, improved interpretation before acceptance.

So in my opinion, it just needs minor revision.
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

Yash N. Panchal, AMC MET Medical College, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


