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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.


	I consider this manuscript to be relevant to the scientific and clinical haematology community, particularly in low- and middle-income settings. The study provides locally generated data from Nigeria on the diagnostic value of bone marrow biopsy compared with aspiration, an area where regional data are relatively scarce. I appreciate the focus on real-world diagnostic practice over a seven-year period and the attempt to quantify concordance using statistical measures such as Cohen’s kappa. However, while the topic is important, the manuscript would benefit from clearer positioning as an observational audit rather than a review-type article, and from tighter methodological and interpretative rigor to maximize its contribution.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I think the title broadly reflects the content of the manuscript, but it is somewhat misleading in describing the work as a “review,” whereas the study is actually a retrospective observational analysis of institutional data. In addition, the title could be more precise regarding the comparative nature of aspiration versus biopsy.
	

	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.


	I find the abstract generally structured and informative; however, it requires refinement for clarity, precision, and consistency.

Specific suggestions:

· I suggest clearly stating the study design as a “retrospective observational study” in the Methods section of the abstract.

· The Results section of the abstract is overly detailed with hematologic parameters (e.g., leukocyte and platelet counts) that are not central to the study objective; these could be condensed.

· I recommend explicitly mentioning the statistical methods used to assess concordance (e.g., Cohen’s kappa) in the abstract.

· Minor grammatical corrections are needed, such as replacing “The data was entered” with “The data were entered.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I believe the manuscript is scientifically sound in concept, and the conclusions are largely supported by the data presented. The use of paired bone marrow aspiration and biopsy specimens strengthens the internal validity of the study. However, I note several concerns:

· The manuscript lacks a clear definition of diagnostic “gold standard,” particularly in discordant cases.

· The extensive description of statistical formulas in the Methods section is unnecessary and detracts from readability; this section should focus on applied methods rather than textbook definitions.

· Some diagnostic categories (e.g., lymphoproliferative neoplasm) are broad and would benefit from clearer subclassification or explanation.

Overall, the science is acceptable but requires tightening and clarification.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I find that the reference list is extensive and includes both local and international literature, which is commendable. Several recent and relevant sources (2023–2025) are cited, particularly for multiple myeloma, AML, and myeloproliferative neoplasms.

That said, I note:

· Redundancy in some references, particularly repeated Nigerian epidemiology studies.

· Inclusion of at least one non-peer-reviewed textbook reference that could be replaced with a contemporary review article.

· I suggest adding a recent WHO or ICC classification reference to strengthen the diagnostic framework.


	

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


	I think the language is understandable but falls below the standard expected for scholarly communication in its current form. There are frequent grammatical errors, inconsistent tense usage, typographical mistakes, and occasional awkward sentence constructions. I strongly recommend professional English language editing prior to publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	I do not identify major ethical concerns. Ethical approval was obtained from the institutional ethics committee, which is appropriately stated. However, I suggest explicitly mentioning that patient identifiers were anonymized.
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