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	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 addresses an important complication of sickle cell disease (SCD), namely sickle cell leg ulcers (SCLU), which contribute significantly to morbidity and reduced quality of life. Exploring biomarkers such as P-selectin, an adhesion molecule linked with endothelial dysfunction and platelet activation, is clinically relevant because it may help in risk prediction or targeted therapy. Given the high burden of SCD in Nigeria, studies from this region are valuable for understanding population-specific disease patterns. However, the scientific impact of the study depends on stronger methodological rigor and clearer interpretation of findings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggested title:

Plasma P-Selectin Levels in Sickle Cell Disease Patients With and Without Leg Ulcers: A Comparative Study in South-South 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 results show no statistically significant association, yet the wording implies differences without clarity.

The conclusion is appropriate but could highlight the borderline p-value (0.063).

Typographical errors: “patiensssts”

Units for P-selectin are extremely low (pg/ml), which raises concern about assay reporting.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	A comparative cross-sectional design is acceptable for exploratory biomarker work. However:

· Cross-sectional studies cannot establish causality.

· Biomarker levels may fluctuate with inflammation or ulcer activity, which is not controlled here.

· The prevalence (p=0.015) used is not clearly justified.

· Formula is incomplete in the manuscript.

· Sample size seems underpowered for detecting moderate biomarker differences.

· HbAA controls were fewer (n=22) compared to SCD groups (n=33 each).

· Matching is mentioned but not described clearly (how was it done?).

· Infection status of ulcers is not addressed.

· Ulcer chronicity and treatment history could strongly affect inflammation markers.

· ELISA method is mentioned but no details provided (manufacturer, sensitivity, reproducibility).

· Storage at −80°C is correct, but freeze-thaw cycles are not discussed.

· Kruskal-Wallis was used appropriately for skewed data.

· However, post-hoc comparisons were not performed.

· Several p-values and SD values are poorly formatted or missing in Table 2.

· The authors repeatedly recommend multicenter studies, which is fair, but should also acknowledge limitations more directly.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are reasonably relevant, but:

· Some citations are outdated.

· Formatting errors exist (e.g., Bediako year written as 2104).

· More recent studies on P-selectin blockade (Crizanlizumab) and endothelial biomarkers could strengthen the paper.


	

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


	The manuscript requires significant English editing:

· Frequent typographical and spacing errors.

· Tables have formatting issues and missing statistical values.

· Some sentences are unclear or repetitive.

Professional proofreading is strongly recommended


	

	Optional/General comments


	Major Revision
The study is potentially valuable, but substantial revisions are needed before it can be considered scientifically robust.

Key revisions required:

1. Correct and justify sample size methodology.

2. Provide full ELISA assay details.

3. Improve statistical reporting and table formatting.

4. Strengthen discussion around unexpected findings.

5. Thorough English language editing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Ethical approval and informed consent are clearly stated.
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