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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct 

the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
1. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
2. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
3. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
4. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
1. The manuscript is not too important for the scientific community, as there is a large body 
of published evidence on the topic of rehospitalization risk prediction in heart failure 
patients. 
 
2. The title shoud be changed to “Predictors of rehospitalization in patients with chronic 
heart failure – a single center study in Moroccan patients” 
3. The abstract is comprehensive 
 
4. The discussion section needs to be expanded with more papers referenced. The authors 
would also do well to find the laboratory data of their patient pool and present the 
correlation between certain laboratory findings and rehospitalization risk (e.g. serum 
creatinine, NT-proBNP, serum troponin, urinary albumin to creatinine ratio etc). 
 
5. The manuscript is probably scientifically correct, although its findings are already well 
known and have been for a long time. 
 
6. There should be more references.  
 

 

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

1. The language quality should be improved; suggestions have been provided in the annotated 
manuscript attached to this review. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
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