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	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.


	The manuscript provides a valuable systematic review and meta-analysis comparing EHL and SHL therapies in hemophilia. Given the clinical shift toward extended half-life products, this quantitative synthesis of recent data (2020-2025) offers timely evidence regarding the reduction of Annualized Bleeding Rates (ABR) and infusion frequency.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is descriptive and accurately reflects the scope and methodology of the study.
	

	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 covers the essential elements (Background, Methods, Results, and Conclusion). However, it should explicitly state the age range of the 259 participants and the specific databases searched to be fully comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	he methodology is robust, utilizing the ROBINS-I tool for bias assessment and the random-effects model for meta-analysis. However, there are minor data inconsistencies in the tables and a chronological error regarding the search date that must be addressed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are highly relevant and current, including studies from 2024 and 2025. This strengthens the study’s contemporary relevance.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and professional, but it requires minor proofreading for consistency (e.g., standardizing between "Hemophilia" and "Haemophilia").
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors should address a missing data point in Table 1 (Intervention column for Coppola et al., 2024). Additionally, while the study concludes with a call for global access, a brief mention of the cost-benefit ratio in the discussion would strengthen the clinical relevance for resource-limited settings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues were identified. As a systematic review of published literature, it does not involve direct human subject intervention.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	None apparent. The authors have focused on a class-wide comparison of therapies.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No evidence of plagiarism was found. The results appear to be original calculations based on the cited primary studies.


	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	
	


Reviewer Details:
This section is mandatory to prepare the Reviewer Certificate. 

Please complete this section carefully. Reviewer Certificate will be generated by using this information only. 

Your Certificate will be wrong, if you provide incorrect information. 

Please note modification of certificate will not be possible after generation. 

Certificate will not be issued if incomplete information is provided.

	Name of the Reviewer
	Dr. Amani Amer Tawfeeq

	Department of Reviewer
	College of pharmacy- Pharmacognosy and medicinal plants 

	University or Institution of Reviewer
	Mustansiriyha University

	Country of Reviewer
	Iraq

	Position: (Professor/lecturer, etc.) of Reviewer
	Dr.

	Email ID of Reviewer
	dr.amanitawfeeq@uomustansiriyah.edu.iq
dr.amanitawfeeq@uomustansiriyah.edu.iq

	WhatsApp Number of Reviewer (Optional)
	009647815050321

	Write 5-8 Keywords regarding expertise of Reviewer
	hematology, Systematic Review, phytotherapy ,medicins,pharmaceutics


Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


