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PART 1


	
	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 manuscript addresses a critical gap in the literature by providing the first prospective characterization of iron deficiency in older Moroccan patients hospitalized for acute heart failure—a population largely absent from existing North African data. It reinforces that iron deficiency is highly prevalent and often independent of anemia, underscoring the inadequacy of relying solely on hemoglobin testing in this setting
	














































PART  2

	


	
	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
	 5 (Excellent)
The title clearly and concisely conveys the study population
	

	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
	4 (Good)
The introduction provides a well-structured overview of heart failure in older adults

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
The inclusion of "prognosis" is somewhat optimistic given the limited outcome data, but the set remains appropriate overall
	

	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
	 4 (Good)
Appropriate

	

	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
	4 (Good)
the state aim to examine the relationship with echocardiographic features was not fully addressed in the results
	 

	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
	5 (Excellent)
The literature review is comprehensive, citing foundational studies (FAIR-HF, CONFIRM-HF), recent large trials (AFFIRM-AHF, IRONMAN, HEART-FID, FAIR-HF2),

	

	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
	4 (Good)
the methodology is less robust for the prognostic aims, as the small sample size and potential for incomplete outcome ascertainment limit the reliability of the one year composite endpoint analysis
	

	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
	4 (Good)
The manuscript states that written informed consent was obtained in accordance with institutional policy
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
clarity is diminished by the absence of comparative analyses for the stated secondary objective (relationship between iron deficiency and echocardiographic features) and by the presentation of prognostic findings without confidence intervals,
	

	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
	4 (Good)
However, some figures (e.g., Figure 4) are referenced but not provided in the review text, and the survival curve would benefit from inclusion of confidence intervals or numbers at risk to convey precision. Overall, the tables and figures are relevant and enhance the presentation
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
The discussion thoughtfully integrates landmark trials (FAIR-HF, CONFIRM-HF, AFFIRM-AHF) with more recent studies (IRONMAN, HEART-FID, FAIR-HF2) and meta-analyses, accurately reflecting the evolving evidence base and current guideline recommendations

	

	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
	4 (Good)
the conclusions are somewhat less supported regarding the prognostic implications, as the one year event free survival estimate is derived from a very small sample with potential for incomplete outcome capture; the authors appropriately acknowledge this limitation

	 

	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
	4 (Good)
single center design, small sample size, potential selection bias, inflammatory effects on ferritin interpretation,
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
The references are highly relevant recent large trials, updated meta-analyses, and current ESC guidelines (including the 2023 focused update

	

	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
	4(good) 
The language is clear and understandable. However, occasional repetitive phrasing that detract from the overall polish.
A careful copyedit would improve (e.g., capitalization of "Anemia" and "Iron deficiency" throughout). With minor revisions to address these issues, the manuscript will meet a high standard of clarity.
	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Major revision required: address small sample, low event rate, incomplete outcomes, align objectives with analyses, add ethical approval details


	





PART  3: 
	

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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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