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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 study addresses a crucial topic by offering insights into the local disease burden of chronic lymphocytic leukemia (CLL), as well as the available investigation and treatment options, and the economic impact of the disease. It also explores social factors that can influence disease outcomes, helping healthcare providers and the public understand the importance of seeking early medical care and improving physician knowledge. This understanding ultimately affects the prognosis of the disease. Furthermore, the findings can assist health administrators in equipping laboratories with the necessary resources and in making current targeted therapies available, rather than older therapies that may have fewer side effects.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is suitable for the paper. Other suggestions is as follows;
Exploring the Reality of Care Gaps and Survival Rates in Chronic Lymphocytic Leukemia: Insights from a 20-Year Retrospective Study in Nigeria. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, it will be comprehensive once the points mentioned below are added.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Here are a few suggestions for the author to enhance their paper:

1. Presenting Symptoms: The author should include details about the presenting symptoms of the disease. This will help the reader appreciate a comprehensive approach to reporting laboratory findings related to anemia and lymphadenopathy.

2. Duration of Symptoms: It would be beneficial to include the duration of symptoms prior to the actual investigation and diagnosis. The retrospective nature of the study may result in some data being limited.

3. Lost to Follow-Up: A significant number of patients were lost to follow-up. It would be helpful to document any reasons for these losses in the records, particularly those related to serious side effects from the treatment.

4. Targeted Therapy: The paper should explain why targeted therapy was administered to fewer patients. Was it due to the unavailability of drugs or financial constraints?

5. Data Repetition: Table 3 and Figure 3 present the same data and are repetitive. The author should consider including only one of these.

6. Treatment Outcomes: On the page detailing the outcomes of treated patients, the author should specify the treatment outcomes. For example, it could be stated that in the COP group, 3 out of 5 patients improved.

7. Mean Hemoglobin Levels: In Table 1, the author reported 30 patients with hemoglobin levels below 10. It would be beneficial to include the mean hemoglobin level for the entire patient group.

These clarifications would enhance the paper's overall quality and clarity.

The paper contains numerous grammatical and typographical errors. Rewriting it significantly improved the language and grammar, enhancing scholarly communication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	References are sufficient and up to date.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
	





PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.

Scarfò, L., Ferreri, A. J., & Ghia, P. (2016). Chronic lymphocytic leukaemia. Critical reviews in oncology/hematology, 104, 169-182.

Redaelli, A., Laskin, B. L., Stephens, J. M., Botteman, M. F., & Pashos, C. L. (2004). The clinical and epidemiological burden of chronic lymphocytic leukaemia. European journal of cancer care, 13(3), 279-287.
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