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	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 addresses an important gap in the recognition and confirmation of thalassemia among Filipino patients in Hawaiʻi, a population with a high prevalence but often limited access to genetic services. By highlighting the discrepancy between suspected and confirmed cases, it emphasizes the underutilization of confirmatory diagnostics, which has implications for both clinical care and public health planning.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear, but slightly long. I suggest:

· “Retrospective Chart Review of Thalassemia Cases Among Filipino Patients in Hawaiʻi (2020–2025)”
This version is concise while still capturing the scope and population studied.


	

	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 generally comprehensive but could be improved by:

· Clearly stating the denominator in the results (“Out of 2,671 patients screened, 779 met inclusion criteria, and 30 (3.9%) were confirmed”).

· Moving the mention of the “one notable case of fetal hydrops” into the Results section rather than the Conclusion.

· Adding one sentence in the Conclusion emphasizing implications for public health/genetic counseling in reproductive-age populations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with a clear methodology and well-supported results. The retrospective design and use of EHR data are appropriate for the study aims. Some limitations are already acknowledged (e.g., exclusion by surname, older patient population), but these are acceptable given the retrospective chart review design.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and include recent and highly relevant works (2022–2025). However, a few technical edits are needed:

· Ensure consistency in citation style (some are abbreviated, some are not).

· Add proper DOI formatting where missing (e.g., Hunt et al., 1999).

· Consider adding a reference to global thalassemia management guidelines (e.g., Cappellini MD, Cohen A, Porter J, Taher A, Viprakasit V. Guidelines for the Management of Transfusion Dependent Thalassaemia (TDT), 3rd edition, 2021, Thalassaemia International Federation) to strengthen the clinical context.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor edits for conciseness and grammar are recommended.
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