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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 provides essential insights into the comparative effectiveness of intravenous versus oral iron therapy in the management of postpartum iron deficiency anemia, a common yet sometimes overlooked public health concern in low- and middle-income countries. The study used a randomized controlled trial methodology, yielding strong evidence for the enhanced efficacy of intravenous iron, especially in accelerating hemoglobin level improvement and minimizing adherence obstacles. The findings have significant implications for clinical decision-making, policy development, and the enhancement of postpartum care techniques in resource-limited healthcare systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I suggest an alternative title as Intravenous Versus Oral Iron for the Treatment of Postpartum Iron Deficiency Anemia: A Randomized Controlled Trial
Advantages

· Highlights the design
· Streamlined and common journal structure
· Easier for indexing in databases
	

	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.


	Indeed, I have meticulously examined the abstract. The document is well-organized and encompasses the fundamental elements: Background, Aim, Methods, Results, and Conclusion. Nonetheless, certain aspects of clarity, language, and structure should be enhanced to improve readability, precision, and scientific tone. 1. 1.Background (elucidate and summarize)

· Rephrase to remove repetition and improve language.

· Propose the amalgamation of the initial two sentences while emphasizing the clinical issue.

2. Methods (enhance and specify interventions)

· Provide dosages succinctly and specify the primary outcome that was measured.

· Emphasize the RCT design more strongly.

3. Conclusion (more precise terminology)

· Avoid verbose or ambiguous statements (e.g., "should be represented for women who require…").

· Concentrate on clinical recommendations and their implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, with an appropriate study design, clearly defined outcomes, and a relevant clinical focus. However, several scientific and structural issues should be addressed to ensure accuracy, clarity, and publication readiness. Below is a breakdown of the evaluation:
1. Randomization and Blinding: Randomization is addressed, although blinding is not referenced. The absence of blinding, or the omission to specify whether it was single or double-blinded, may cause bias.

2. Dosage Justification and Standardization: The intravenous iron dosage is described as "adjusted for weight and hemoglobin," although no formula or reference is included. The precise dosage of ferric carboxymaltose supplied to each participant should be specified (e.g., mean dose ± SD or range). Adherence to oral therapy is referenced but not quantitatively documented.

3. Results Interpretation: Although p-values are presented, the absolute changes in hemoglobin (mean ± SD) are not explicitly detailed in the abstract or tables. This constrains the clinical interpretability of effect size. The ferritin outcomes are referenced in the methods section but are not included in the results section.

4. Adverse Effects Reporting: The methodology for assessing adverse effects remains ambiguous (patient-reported or clinically diagnosed?).  The incorporation of a standardized definition or evaluation instrument shold be added. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Only a few references are from 2022–2024, despite the availability of newer global reports and meta-analyses. Please add newer ones , I offer these ones

· World Health Organization. (2023). Postpartum care for women: evidence summary. Geneva: WHO.
→ Could strengthen your background on global postpartum anemia care standards.

· Qayyum J, Farhan S, Qureshi Q, et al. (February 01, 2025) Comparing the Treatment Outcomes of Oral and Injectable Iron Therapies for Anemia in Pregnancy: A Meta-Analysis. Cureus 17(2): e78326. DOI 10.7759/cureus.78326 

· Caljé, E., Groom, K., Dixon, L. et al. Intravenous iron versus blood transfusion for postpartum anemia: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Syst Rev 13, 9 (2024). https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-023-02400-4

· Intravenous versus oral iron for anaemia among pregnant women in Nigeria (IVON): an open-label, randomised controlled trial Lancet Glob Health 2024;12: e1649–59


	

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


	Grammar and Syntax: Prevalent subject-verb discord, clumsy wording, and run-on sentences.

Iron deficiency is the primary cause of anemia during the postpartum period and greatly impacts maternal health and recovery.Iron deficiency constitutes the primary etiology of anemia during the postpartum phase and markedly impacts mother health and recuperation.

Word Choice and Clarity: Numerous sentences are ambiguous or employ inaccurate terminology.

“...should be manifested for women who seek a swift and efficacious enhancement...”“...should be regarded for women necessitating swift and efficient rectification of anemia.”

Redundancies and Repetition: The abstract and discussion occasionally reiterate identical concepts with minimal novel information. Rephrasing and condensing would enhance clarity and reader engagement.
Inconsistent Tense: Frequent shifts between past and present tense occur within the same paragraph. Clinical studies ought to constantly employ the past tense when delineating completed research.
Inconsistent usage of British and American spellings is evident (e.g., “favourable” versus “favorable”).
	

	Optional/General comments


	English language and grammar need significant modification for clarity and fluency with an international audience. More detailed descriptions of randomization, blinding, and dosage techniques are needed. Some recent sources (post-2022) are missing and should be included to improve the literature review and discussion. The work is scientifically sound and answers a therapeutically relevant question. With certain modifications, it has the potential to make a significant contribution to maternal health care practices in low- and middle-income nations.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The manuscript states that “Ethical approval was obtained from the IRB of BMU”, which is essential and appropriate.
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