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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 contributes significantly to transfusion medicine and hematology by providing localized data on haemostatic biomarkers among Nigerian blood donors—a population where such baseline information is limited. The study fills an important knowledge gap in donor safety and screening protocols, which is crucial for improving transfusion outcomes and identifying subclinical coagulation abnormalities. It has strong public health relevance and can guide the establishment of regional reference ranges.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is suitable.
The title is concise, clear, and fully represents the study’s content and objectives.
No change required.
	

	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.


	Yes, largely comprehensive.
The abstract presents a clear summary of the background, aim, methods, results, and conclusions.
⚠️ Minor suggestion: Include one brief sentence clarifying the significance of adding hemostatic biomarkers to standard donor screening in the “Conclusion” part for stronger clinical emphasis
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, scientifically sound.
The study design (cross-sectional), methodology, and analytical framework are appropriate and well explained.
⚠️ However: The statistical analysis is purely descriptive. Adding inferential tests (e.g., t-test or ANOVA) would strengthen data interpretation. Details about ELISA kit brand and manufacturer should also be added for reproducibility.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, adequate and current.
The reference list includes up-to-date sources (2020–2025) from high-quality journals.
⚠️ Minor correction: Ensure all in-text citations match the reference numbering sequence accurately.


	

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


	Yes.
The English is clear, formal, and academically appropriate.
⚠️ A few long sentences can be shortened to improve readability, but overall, language quality is suitable for scholarly publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Tables are well organized and labelled clearly.

· Ethical statement and informed consent are properly documented.

· The discussion effectively compares findings with international literature but could reduce repetition of similar sentences.

· The study’s conclusions and recommendations are practical and well aligned with global transfusion safety policies.
Overall, it is a well-written manuscript that requires only minor revision before acceptance.
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