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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 investigates the association between routine hematological parameters and venous thromboembolism (VTE) risk among hospitalized patients in a resource-limited setting. The study is important because it explores the potential utility of inexpensive and readily available laboratory markers, such as complete blood count parameters, for VTE risk assessment where advanced diagnostic tools may not be easily accessible. By focusing on both medical and surgical patients, the findings contribute to a broader understanding of VTE risk stratification in hospitalized populations. The identification of MCHC as a parameter associated with VTE risk scores adds relevant information to the existing literature.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the content of the manuscript.
However, for greater clarity, the authors may consider specifying that the study assesses VTE risk scores rather than confirmed VTE events.

Suggested alternative title (optional):
Association Between Complete Blood Count Parameters and Venous Thromboembolism Risk Scores in Hospitalized Patients at a Tertiary Hospital in Nigeria

	

	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 is comprehensive and well structured, covering the background, objective, methods, results, and conclusion.
However, the following minor improvements are suggested:

· Clearly state that the study design is cross-sectional.

· Specify that high VTE risk was defined using the Caprini Risk Assessment Model (RAM ≥5).

· Avoid wording that may imply causality or prediction, and instead emphasize association.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and the methodology is generally appropriate for the research question. The use of the Caprini Risk Assessment Model, ethical approval, and multivariate statistical analyses strengthens the study.

Nevertheless, some issues should be addressed:

· The relatively small sample size, particularly for multivariate logistic regression, may affect the stability of the estimates and should be clearly acknowledged as a limitation.

· Extremely large odds ratios observed in some analyses likely reflect sparse data or model overfitting and should be interpreted cautiously.

· The outcome measure is VTE risk score rather than objectively confirmed VTE events, which limits clinical inference and should be emphasized more clearly.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are adequate, relevant, and include several recent publications. They appropriately support the background and discussion. No essential references appear to be missing.
	

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


	The scientific content is understandable; however, the manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, typographical mistakes, and formatting issues that significantly affect readability. A thorough revision by a professional English language editor is strongly recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study addresses a clinically relevant topic and provides useful preliminary data, especially for low-resource settings. However, substantial language editing and clearer discussion of methodological limitations are required to improve the overall quality and interpretability of the manuscript.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues were identified. Ethical approval was obtained, and the study appears to comply with ethical standards for human research.
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