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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 is really important for the scientific community because it tackles two contrasting yet clinically significant conditions iron deficiency and iron overload within the same group of patients. By outlining different demographic and biochemical profiles, the study offers valuable insights into how we can better assess risks, detect issues early, and create personalized management strategies for various patient populations. This evidence enhances our understanding of iron metabolism disorders, which are often overlooked or poorly managed, and underscores the necessity for precision medicine approaches in both hematology and public health. Ultimately, these findings can guide clinical practice and future research, leading to better patient outcomes and informing policies on screening and intervention programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Distinct Demographic and Biochemical Profiles of Iron Deficiency and Iron Overload in a Clinical Cohort: A Retrospective Analysis,” is informative and gets the point across, but it’s a bit on the lengthy side. Streamlining it could enhance readability and make a stronger impact. While it effectively highlights the study's focus on contrasting iron deficiency and overload within a specific population, tightening up the phrasing could make it more engaging for readers.

Here are a few alternative suggestions:

“Demographic and Biochemical Signatures of Iron Deficiency and Overload: Insights from a Retrospective Cohort”

“Contrasting Profiles of Iron Deficiency and Iron Overload in Clinical Populations”

“Retrospective Analysis of Demographic and Biochemical Determinants of Iron Disorders”

“Distinct Clinical Profiles of Iron Deficiency versus Iron Overload”

These alternatives maintain scientific integrity while making the title more concise and easier to read.
	

	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 abstract is already well-organized and thorough, clearly outlining the background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. It does a great job of conveying the study’s scope and findings. Still, a few tweaks could enhance its strength and impact for readers: Suggestions for Improvement

Background:

It might be helpful to briefly touch on the clinical implications of iron deficiency and overload (like anemia or organ damage) to really drive home why it’s important to study both ends of this spectrum.

Methods:

Think about including the study period (like the years during which data was collected) and whether any inclusion or exclusion criteria were used. This would add a layer of transparency and make it easier to replicate.

Results:

While the abstract does a solid job of presenting statistical significance, adding some key numerical ranges or mean values (like the average ferritin levels in each group) would give readers a better grasp of the scale.

You might also want to mention if comorbidities (such as chronic diseases or metabolic syndrome) were taken into account, as these often play a role in iron status.

Conclusions:

To boost the translational impact, consider suggesting how these findings could shape screening guidelines, clinical decision-making, or public health strategies.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct, with clear methodology, biologically plausible results, and conclusions that are well-supported by the data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent
	

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


	Yes, the English language quality of this article is suitable for scholarly communications
	

	Optional/General comments


	With those little adjustments I have made above, the manuscript could be ready for publication
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No any ethical issues detected
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