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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 addresses an important topic in transfusion medicine — exploring total plasma proteins and hemoglobin ratios as additional donor eligibility criteria. Optimizing donor screening has significant implications for donor safety, reducing deferrals, and improving the adequacy of blood supply. If properly executed, this review could contribute valuable evidence for strengthening donor selection guidelines. However, the current manuscript requires major revisions to achieve scientific rigor, clarity, and coherence.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Current title is overly long and cumbersome.

Suggested alternative:
“Systematic Review of Plasma Proteins and Hemoglobin Ratios as Predictors of Blood Donor Eligibility”
	

	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.

	Too generic; lacks quantitative detail (e.g., exact mean values, confidence intervals).

Methods should state the time frame (2020–2025), inclusion criteria, and PRISMA use concisely.

Results should specify numbers (e.g., n=375 studies, exact pooled means of proteins and Hb).

Conclusion repeats the introduction without highlighting implications.


Recommendation: Revise for brevity, precision, and structured format (Background, Methods, Results, Conclusion).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The review claims inclusion of 375 studies, but this seems implausibly high for such a niche question — requires justification with PRISMA figure and a clear list of included studies.

PRISMA flow diagram text is inconsistent (different study titles included, e.g., informal fuel trade in Bamenda, Cameroon — unrelated to topic). This suggests copy–paste errors and raises concerns about reliability.

Results tables (Tables 2–5) give “mean ± SD” for each database. This is not possible unless primary data were extracted, which systematic reviews typically do not provide — requires clarification of data source and method of calculation.

Publication bias section describes funnel plots, Egger’s test, and trim-and-fill, but no actual figures are provided. Without a meta-analysis, these analyses are inappropriate.


Recommendation: Authors must revisit methodology, clearly separate descriptive synthesis vs. quantitative pooling, and remove unsupported analyses.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are mostly from 2023–2024, which is good, but several are self-repeated (Sharma et al., 2024 cited twice; Patel et al., 2024).

WHO 2023 guidelines cited but not fully referenced (should provide exact WHO document number).

Some references (e.g., “Patients Engage. Blood Donation Guidelines, 2025”) seem non-academic and unreliable.

Authors should add more primary studies (e.g., transfusion medicine, donor screening, hematology literature).
	

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

	English requires substantial editing: repetitive phrases, long run-on sentences, grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., “study designed ,population and outcomes”).

Tables are cluttered and contain redundant repetition (PubMed, Scopus, etc. repeated across multiple tables with near-identical values). Consider merging tables for clarity.

Sections are poorly structured: Introduction is too long, Methods mix two different PRISMA examples, and Results repeat the same points in multiple places.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Ethical approval and consent sections state “not applicable” — for a systematic review this is acceptable, but authors should mention protocol registration (e.g., PROSPERO) if done.

The AI disclaimer is unnecessary and should be omitted unless required by the journal.

Manuscript length could be reduced by 30–40% without losing 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 details)
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