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	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 review addresses a clinically and educationally important topic: the continuing role of the peripheral blood smear (PBS) in an era of automation and AI. The manuscript is timely — it synthesizes practical laboratory guidance (smear technique, artefacts), diagnostic utility across anaemia, infections, haemato-oncology and platelets, and discusses digital/AI developments and pedagogic value. For clinicians, laboratory scientists and policy makers, a well-executed review that balances traditional microscopy and modern digital platforms will be useful for workforce training, laboratory workflow design, and adoption/validation of AI tools. The paper can serve as a practical reference and a starting point for standardized PBS QA and AI integration guidelines if the authors strengthen the evidence base, make the literature search method transparent, and add structured comparative data (tables/figures).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is suitable however the following topic can also be considered - Peripheral Blood Smear in the 21st Century: Diagnostic Utility, Quality-Assurance, and Digital/AI Integration
	

	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.


	Can be revised with following additions – 

 A one-line statement of aim 

 Brief mention of methods 

Key concrete findings/recommendations 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Strengths:

· Accurate, practically oriented descriptions of RBC, WBC, platelet morphologies and their clinical correlations.

· Good discussion of smear technique, common artefacts, and the continued role of PBS to resolve analyser flags.

· Balanced coverage of digital/AI potentials and caveats (need for validation, human-in-the-loop).

Major scientific/structural limitations to address:

1. Lack of explicit methods for the review: A review should state search strategy, inclusion/exclusion criteria, databases and time frame (e.g., PubMed, Embase, Web of Science, years covered). Without this the scope is unclear and reproducibility is limited. If the manuscript is intentionally narrative, declare that and outline search/selective approach.

2. Limited synthesis of quantitative evidence: Many claims about AI performance, turnaround time gains, or cost implications are qualitative. The manuscript cites several modern works (some recent), but would be strengthened by a concise table summarizing key studies: study design, sample size, algorithm type, performance metrics (sensitivity/specificity/PPV/NPV, AUC), and clinical endpoint (parasite detection, blast flagging, schistocyte quantification). This helps readers weigh evidence.

3. Insufficient critical appraisal of AI limitations: The discussion mentions validation and bias briefly; expand with concrete issues: dataset representativeness (ethnic/RBC morphology variation), stain/slide variability, scanner/magnification differences, class imbalance for rare morphologies, regulatory/ethical constraints (data governance, patient privacy), explainability, and medico-legal aspects.

4. Gaps in QA and competency recommendations: The paper should recommend concrete QA measures (e.g., external quality assessment participation, ICSH/WHO QA guidance, frequency of competency assessment, minimum slide counts for trainees) and cite standards (ICSH, WHO malaria microscopy QA).

5. Over-generalised claims: Statements like “automated analysers may miss important diagnostic clues” are valid but should be qualified with examples, frequencies and references. Prefer specific instances (e.g., “analysers may fail to recognise schistocytes when percentage low; see refs X,Y”).


	

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

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


	Yes however however, the manuscript has several typographical errors, awkward phrasing, and some long/complex sentences
	

	Optional/General comments


	NA
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