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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 manuscript provides data on the comparability of manual and automated methods for CBC analysis, in resource limited setting. Although automation is increasingly present in many of the countries, there are still laboratory set ups heavily relying on manual methods. In this regard, the study could provide useful guidelines.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, however, slightly long. 
	

	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.


	Including a statement regarding the study’s relevance in resource limited setting could add value. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Methodological detail, addressing abnormal results, and statistical interpretation need strengthening. Addressing pre-analytical variables, methodological clarifications, and limiting the conclusions to the specific analyzer is advised. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list should include recent (last ~ 5 years) references on automated hematology analyzers, method comparison standards. Inclusion of recent guidelines or consensus documents on method comparison are recommended.
	

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


	Language is overall suitable, minor corrections related to length of sentences can be looked into. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Sample size calculation needs to be supported by prior method-comparison studies. 
2. Whether the statistically significant differences were clinically meaningful? Also, reference adherence to international guidelines for method comparison studies to be clearly documented. 
3. Important preanalytical variables need to be described – which influence CBC results. “0 hour” analysis time window needs specific definition. Effect of EDTA related artefacts need to be discussed. Specific techniques used for each parameter in manual methodology to be stated. Information on observer training, inter-observer variability, and quality control procedures should be furnished. Also, a description about the number of cells counted, smear staining technique, and criteria for cell classification should be included. Raw data availability, outlier handling, and exclusion criteria during analysis need to be addressed. Period of study to be mentioned. 
4. Analytical principles for the analyzer model (ADVIA 120i) to be explained. 
5. Time dependent changes should translate into practical recommendations – such as maximum acceptable delay before analysis. 

6. Avoid repetition of results across tables, figures, and narrative text. Figures adding little scientific value can me merged. 
7. Most CBC parameters fall within normal reference ranges. Comparison of results of anemia, high or low WBCs or platelets is not available. Subgroup analysis/ discussion of low and high values is advised. Else, the recommendation for interchangeability between methods should be limited to routine ranges. 
8. Findings are derived from a single institution and one analyzer model - this limitation should be acknowledged. Conclusions should be framed as applicable to the ADVIA 120i platform rather than automated hematology analyzers in general.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	A formal declaration about conflict of interest is absent and should be included.
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