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	Reviewer’s comment

	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 study looks at two tools (ReDS and lung ultrasound) used to detect lung congestion in stable heart failure patients. Direct comparisons of these tools in outpatients are underrepresented, so this study adds valuable information. Since congestion is a main reason for symptoms and hospital admission in heart failure, prompt outpatient detection is important. The findings may help guide future research and clinical practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is generally clear and appropriate. However, it may be improved by clearly stating that the study was done in ambulatory patients.
	

	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 well structured and includes the main results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design and statistical methods are appropriate for a diagnostic accuracy study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally appropriate and include recent studies.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript is generally clear and understandable. However, the Discussion uses “you” in several places, which is not appropriate for academic writing and should be revised.
	

	Optional/General comments
	1. Major Methodological Concerns:  the composite reference standard includes NT-proBNP ≥1500 ng/L. However, NT-proBNP levels are influenced not only by congestion but also by age, renal function, obesity, atrial fibrillation, and diuretic therapy. The manuscript does not report kidney function, diuretic dose, or other factors. Lung ultrasound B-lines are also not specific to cardiogenic pulmonary congestion, as they may be present in other pulmonary conditions such as interstitial lung disease, pulmonary fibrosis, pneumonia, ARDS,….  This potential source of false-positive LUS findings should also be addressed more clearly. Additionally, the absence of an independent hemodynamic gold standard (such as invasive filling pressures or advanced imaging) further limits mechanistic interpretation. 
2.  Statistical Clarification Concerns: 
· The authors report identical overall accuracy (75.9%) for both methods. Please confirm raw calculations from Table 3.
· Multivariable models adjust only for age and BMI. Please clarify why NT-proBNP and NYHA were excluded?
3. Inter-Observer Reliability Concerns: 
· Only 23 LUS scans (21%) were double-read.
· Continuous B-line reproducibility was not assessed.
· ReDS reproducibility was not assessed.
-> This limits claims regarding operator independence.
4. Minor Comments: 
Please clarify whether LUS operators were blinded to NT-proBNP and clinical findings
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