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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 address an important gap, providing the first structured national assessment of Nipah virus preparedness in the Philippines. Instead of relying only on laboratory accreditation or infrastructure updates, it brings together human, animal, and environmental surveillance data to present a more realistic picture of readiness. The study takes a practical approach grounded in international standards and shows how preparedness functions in real operational settings By breaking down preparedness into clear, measurable parts,  it improves how high-risk pathogen readiness can be evaluated. Its framework may also guide other countries in assessing their preparedness before outbreaks occur, making it a valuable contribution to global health security research.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is scientifically appropriate. But author may use Preparedness instead of Readiness.
	

	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.


	1. Need Clearer Definition of ‘Intermediate preparedness’ author describe strengths but don’t define what “intermediate” means structurally.

2. Author should emphasize international benchmarks more clearly,

3. The terms “high-consequence,” “high case-fatality,” and “epidemic potential” essentially convey a similar level of seriousness, so using all three together can feel slightly repetitive.

4. gap statements strong but slightly long and layered.

5.in conclusive statement author should reduce generality 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	 Yes it is scientifically correct but some revision is required .such as In abstract section author refers to a “gap analysis” but he does not explain how gaps were defined or measured, “Intermediate preparedness” Needs Clearer Definition, author describe strengths but don’t define what “intermediate” means structurally, The terms “high-consequence,” “high case-fatality,” and “epidemic potential” essentially convey a similar level of seriousness, so using all three together can feel slightly repetitive. In introduction section ,One Health framework is introduced but lacks examples of human-animal-environment integration in the Philippines. Historical outbreaks (e.g., 2014 Mindanao) cited, but persistent vs resolved gaps are unclear. And Case-fatality rates are referenced accurately, but should note variability by outbreak and healthcare context.  In method section -1. “Gap analysis” criteria are unclearly described; consider providing scoring rubric or clear operational definitions. 2.PRISMA is mentioned, but risk-of-bias assessment is missing; clarify limitations of this approach.3.The gap analysis is qualitative; a clear rubric or scoring system would improve transparency.4. Timeframe includes older studies; rationale for inclusion of historical data is provided but could be clarified further. In result section 1, Biosafety gaps are described but lack quantified data (e.g., % of labs lacking BSL-3 capacity).2. One Health integration is noted but lacks concrete examples or pilot programs; consider including operational evidence.3. Some strengths, like border health measures, are described subjectively; adding specific actions or metrics would help. In discussion section - 1. Comparison with other countries is limited; adding regional context would improve interpretation.2. Recommendations are useful but generic; linking gaps to actionable steps, responsible agencies, and timelines would improve practicality.3.Statements about One Health challenges should avoid implying total absence; softer phrasing is suggested. In conclusion section avoid overstatement regarding global impact.

References contain inconsistencies; DOIs and formatting should follow journal guidelines. PRISMA flow diagram resolution is low; consider updating for publication-quality figure
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list has several issues that need correction before publication.  Nine references completely lack URLs and require immediate addition such as : Bosano (2026), CDC (2023), Manila Bulletin (2023), Quismorio (2023), Sampang (2026), Salvaña (2023), WHO (2022), and WHO (2023). Six references provide only main website URLs instead of links to specific articles and need replacement with direct article links: City Government of Oroquieta (2023), both DOST-PCHRD (2026) entries, Flores (2026), GMA Integrated News (2026), and Xinhua (2026). One DOI is inaccessible—Ang et al. (2018) returns a 403 Forbidden error and requires manual verification with an alternative PubMed link provided. One reference has incorrect author formatting—Hughes et al. (2009) must be corrected to "Hughes JM, Wilson ME, Luby SP, et al." to match journal style. Two DOST-PCHRD citations dated February 2, 2026, may be duplicate and require verification as either distinct documents with separate URLs or consolidation into a single reference. Finally, DOIs are presented inconsistently throughout—some as complete https://doi.org/URLs and others as "doi: 10.XXXX"—and must be standardized to a single format (preferably the full URL format) across all references. Author may collect infoemation from those article - One Health integration & zoonotic spillover:(Rahman, M., et al. (2021). One Health approach for emerging zoonoses in South and Southeast Asia. Transboundary and Emerging Diseases, 68, 2443–2455. https://doi.org/10.1111/tbed.14299),Laboratory preparedness & diagnostics:(Mazzola, L. T., & Kelly-Cirino, C. (2019). Diagnostics for Nipah virus: a zoonotic pathogen endemic to Southeast Asia. BMJ Global Health, 4, e001118. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2018-001118),Operational / outbreak preparedness guidance:(WHO (2022). South-East Asia regional roadmap for diagnostic preparedness, integrated laboratory networking and genomic surveillance (2023–2027). https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789290229277), Nipah Virus Infection: Current Situation and Public Health Measures in Bangladesh, DOI: https://doi.org/10.70357/jdamc.2022.v0602.01 https://www.journaldamc.com/article/jdamc.2022.v0602.01

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Language of this manuscript is understandable;
	

	Optional/General comments


	This Manuscript is scientifically sound, relevant, and timely for NiV preparedness in the Philippines.but some issue should be sorted befor publication,such as vague preparedness criteria, limited quantitative support, superficial One Health integration,
reference formatting, figure resolution, specificity in actionable recommendations.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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