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PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited  during peer review.
	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 aspect of migrant mental health which is the process
of recovery from depression rather than prevalence or pathology.
By centring Filipino cultural concepts (e.g., pakikipagkapwa, Bagong Bayani) and first person narratives, it contributes valuable, culturally grounded knowledge that can inform both clinical practice and policy for migrant worker populations.
The narrative phenomenological approach yields rich idiographic data that are useful for developing culturally adapted interventions (e.g., narrative therapy, peer support models). Overall, the study advances strengths based perspectives in migration and mental health research and fills a gap between epidemiology and culturally competent care.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is clear, concise and appropriate. It signals population (Filipino migrant workers), phenomenon (meaning making and resilience) and focus (recovery from depression).
	

	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 could be more comprehensive when key implications (clinical and policy) are added in one line to show relevance.

	



	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall the manuscript is methodologically appropriate, but following can be looked into:

1. Recovery is self-reported; authors should specify how participants determined they were “in recovery” (time since last episode, symptom thresholds, functional indicators). Consider reporting any screening tools used (e.g., PHQ-9) or explain why none were used.
2. Interviews occurred in English/Tagalog/Taglish. Please describe translation/back- translation procedures, translator qualifications and how transcription accuracy was assured.
3. Snowball sampling risks network homogeneity and selection bias (e.g., mostly those connected to community groups). Discuss how this may have influenced findings and any steps taken to diversify the sample.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is broad and contains several relevant and recent sources.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript is generally readable and professionally written.
Ensure consistent referencing style and fix small typographic errors (e.g., some headings show inconsistent numbering like “3. material and methods” and “4.1 Theme 1”).
A careful copy editing is recommended to address minor grammatical issues and ensure
consistent use of transliterated Filipino terms (italicise and provide translations on first use).
	

	Optional/General comments
	It should be revised and resubmitted after addressing methodological and reporting issues, as explained above.
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	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 detail)


No major ethical violations are apparent. However, the manuscript must explicitly state IRB/ethics committee approval (or explain why an institutional review board was not involved if that was the case).
Given the vulnerability of migrant workers, authors should specify how confidentiality was protected (particularly because snowball sampling can risk identification within small networks).
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