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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	I think this manuscript addresses an important and underexplored topic. Migraine is highly prevalent in Saudi Arabia, and the investigation of genetic factors within this specific population is both scientifically and clinically valuable. I like that the study synthesizes available local evidence and attempts a meta-analysis, which can provide a clearer picture of the prevalence and genetic associations. However, I feel that the field is still at an early stage, with only a few genetic studies available, so the conclusions should be presented more cautiously. Still, the work is timely and relevant for guiding future genetic and epidemiological research in the region.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I see that the current title is somewhat broad. Since only a small subset of included studies investigated genetics, the title may overstate the genetic findings. I suggest a more precise alternative, such as:
“Migraine in Saudi Arabia: Prevalence and Emerging Genetic Insights – A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis.”
	

	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 I think it could be made clearer in a few ways:

· The methods section mentions the timeframe (2005–2025), but it would be more accurate to state the actual search cut-off date.

· The results emphasize prevalence but should highlight that only 3 out of 19 studies (15.8%) examined genetics, which limits the strength of the conclusions.

· The conclusion should be more cautious, stressing that while preliminary genetic associations are found, more large-scale studies are needed before strong conclusions can be drawn.

So, I would suggest condensing the prevalence findings and emphasizing the limited number of genetic studies more explicitly.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I think the manuscript follows systematic review methodology reasonably well, but there are some concerns:

· The heterogeneity (I² = 99.6%) is extremely high, which makes the pooled prevalence estimate questionable. This should be addressed more critically in the discussion.

· The interpretation of subgroup analyses (e.g., genetics vs. non-genetics) may be overstated given the very small number of genetic studies.

· The risk of bias assessment is included, which is good, but the implications of many included studies lacking controls or using self-reported data should be emphasized more.

Overall, while the scientific approach is correct in principle, I think the conclusions need to be toned down to better reflect the limitations.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I see that the references are mostly sufficient and include recent and relevant studies (e.g., GWAS studies, GBD, recent Saudi studies). However, I think more global systematic reviews on migraine genetics should be cited, for example:

· Anttila V et al., 2018, “Genome-wide meta-analysis identifies new susceptibility loci for migraine” (Nature Genetics).

· Gormley P et al., 2016, “Meta-analysis of 375,000 individuals identifies 38 susceptibility loci for migraine” (Nat Genet).

These could strengthen the international context for the Saudi findings.


	

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


	I think the English is understandable, but the manuscript would benefit from careful editing. There are several grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and repetition (for example, “with with” in the abstract, or “there is the…” constructions in the main text). A professional language revision is recommended to improve clarity and flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper has value but requires significant revisions in clarity, critical interpretation, and language polishing before being considered for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	I do not see any ethical issues, as this is a review and meta-analysis using published data.
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