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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 presents a method-comparison study between manual and automated complete blood count (CBC) parameters in a Nigerian tertiary hospital setting. The topic is relevant for laboratories in resource-limited environments, and the study addresses an important practical question regarding reliability and interchangeability of manual versus automated hematology methods.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	suitable
	

	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
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally well structured, the objectives are clear, and appropriate statistical techniques (paired t-test, correlation, Bland–Altman analysis) have been applied.
	

	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?


	Minor grammatical and typographical edits are required for fluency.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Comments

1. Methods and Data: A cross-sectional, laboratory-based method-comparison study. However, considering Bland–Altman plots, 50 participants is likely an inadequate sample size for a robust agreement analysis. It has to be clearly determined whether this sample size will suffice to determine the limits of agreement or whether this limitation should be regarded. 

2. The correlation coefficients here show us that even with the very high correlation coefficients, we must remember that correlation cannot mean interchangeability. And the correlation coefficients are high, but correlation doesn’t mean that these two measurements can be used together. In the manuscript, the Bland–Altman analysis is appropriately introduced and the extent to which it adds to the clinical utility of the agreement limits is not yet comprehensively examined. For instance, it is still unclear how clinically the agreement limits related to platelet and WBC counts impact treatment options (e.g., transfusion guidelines, sepsis thresholds). It has a quasi-longitudinal aspect for the time-dependent stability analysis. Methods for repeated measures (e.g., repeated measures ANOVA or a mixed model) are not given; simplistic comparisons may underestimate the associations in the sample. We thought the reason manual MCV and WBC value is higher is plausible, but speculative at best. References that are based on haemocytometer can be used to complement this. 

3. The authors should provide an explanation of the reference gold standard. Do use units consistently (such as ×10⁹/L, ×10¹²/L) in tables and text. Has to include enough description in a caption (correlation plots, Bland–Altman plots, etc.) for statistics. Clearer indication of statistical tests conducted and correction for multiple comparisons are more appropriate in tables 7 and 8. The interpretation of the clinical data will be supported by a summary table of the mean bias % difference with respect to clinical decision limits. 

4. Limitation - Limited study size - one centre - one machine need for external validation. Limitations on adult patients may limit generalizability of findings. One such limitation that is explicit and deserves to be articulated in the discussion is that differences in CBC may cause clinical issues in paediatric populations. 
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

The authors may consider stating adherence to STARD or CLSI EP09 guidelines for method-comparison studies
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