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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 article addresses an important aspect of pediatric cardiology that is underexplored in iron status in children with congenital heart disease in sub-Saharan Africa. Despite numerous articles on cyanotic heart disease, specific data on cyanotic problems, especially in resource-limited settings, are scarce. Highlighting latent iron deficiency even in the absence of anemia provides insight into early nutritional challenges in this population. These findings are particularly important for future screening strategies in resource-limited settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the study population, but the term "pattern" sounds a bit too generic to adequately convey the study findings. Perhaps alternatives such as "iron status profile" or "hematologic profile" could be considered.
	

	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.


	Abstract: The background section is too broad and does not focus enough on the gaps in the study setting. Please simplify and explain the urgency in the Lagos setting. The methods section lacks important details, including the research criteria, diagnostic criteria, and statistical approach. These should be explicitly stated. The results and discussion should add to the clinical implications of these findings in the community.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This article is scientifically valid and addresses clinical findings relevant to the journal's scope. The study design has been clearly stated. The author has compared literature and laboratory parameters. These results provide new insights into asyanotic congenital heart disease in a limited setting. However, aspects such as input should be added to improve the article's clarity and coherence. Furthermore, potential confounding factors related to iron deficiency should be clearly communicated to enhance scientific validity.
Overall, this article is acceptable with minor revisions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Reference articles relevant to the topic
	

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


	Overall, the English in the manuscript is easy to understand and conveys its scientific message. However, there are several grammatical inconsistencies and minor typographical errors throughout. I recommend reviewing it.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Abstract: The background section is too broad and does not focus enough on the gaps in the study setting. Please simplify and explain the urgency in the Lagos setting. The methods section lacks important details, including the research criteria, diagnostic criteria, and statistical approach. These should be explicitly stated. The results and discussion should add to the clinical implications of these findings in the community.
2. Introduction: This study does not yet contain clinical problems. It should be presented in the form of specific figures on the prevalence and impact of the problem, especially in the study setting, to demonstrate the urgency of this research. If previous data is not available, it needs to be clearly declared. Add research gaps from previous studies to create novelty from the research.

3. In the methodology: please include research ethics and evidence that this research has been approved by the local ethics committee considering the vulnerable subjects and how the sample was taken from child subjects.
4. In the results: it is necessary to add meaning to the description of the results, not just repeat what is stated in the table.
5.  Discussion: The results are generally well-structured and demonstrate engagement with existing structures. The authors have demonstrated comparisons with existing studies and interpretations. However, in several areas, the clarity of the results, coherence, and scientific depth are needed.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Although this study did not document any ethical violations, it failed to clearly document ethical procedures for data collection and demonstrate a commitment to protecting vulnerable groups. The study failed to mention ethical approval and informed consent in the manuscript. This omission is a serious issue, necessitating a thorough revision of the ethical procedures and ethical approval from the local ethics committee.
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