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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 provides a crucial and timely synthesis of over six decades of data on hemoglobinopathies in the Philippines. It addresses a significant knowledge gap by systematically integrating fragmented evidence from diverse methodological eras and population sources. The findings have direct implications for public health policy, specifically in strengthening the national newborn screening program, optimizing diagnostic strategies, and guiding genetic counseling. By highlighting how reported genotype frequencies are shaped by diagnostic technology and sampling frames, the study offers a critical framework for interpreting epidemiological data, which is valuable for researchers and health planners in the Philippines and similar Southeast Asian contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable, accurately reflecting the manuscript's content, scope (historical systematic review and meta-analysis), and timeframe (1958–2025). It is clear and descriptive for the target audience.


	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured. It effectively summarizes the objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. One minor suggestion for enhancement: the abstract states the review covers studies "from 1958 to 2025." Considering the current year, it would be more precise to state "from 1958 to the present" or clarify the search cut-off date (e.g., "through December 2024"), unless the search explicitly included forthcoming 2025 publications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust. The methodology for the systematic review is sound and well-described. The results are presented clearly, with appropriate acknowledgment of the heterogeneity and limitations of the underlying studies (e.g., referral bias, methodological evolution). The discussion correctly interprets these findings, distinguishing between true epidemiological trends and artifacts of changing detection systems. The conclusions are supported by the evidence presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive, incorporates foundational historical papers, and includes recent publications up to 2025. It is sufficient for the scope of the review. However, a few key regional meta-analyses or large-scale prevalence studies from neighboring Southeast Asian countries could provide additional comparative context (e.g., Goh et al., 2020, IJERPH on α-thalassemia in SEA; Tuo et al., 2024, eClinicalMedicine on the global burden of thalassemia). Their inclusion might further strengthen the regional positioning of the Philippine data.
	

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


	Yes, the language is of a high standard, clear, formal, and entirely suitable for scholarly publication. The writing is technical and precise, as expected for a scientific review.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a meticulously conducted and highly valuable review. The strength of the manuscript lies in its historical perspective and its critical analysis of how data generation methods influence reported genotype distributions. The recommendations are practical and well-targeted.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No apparent ethical issues are identified. The manuscript is a systematic review of previously published data, and the authors state that ethical approval was not required.
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