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	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 a critical evidence gap by examining how community-level mental-health literacy intersects with concrete help-seeking barriers among low-wage Filipino migrants in the UAE—an under-studied yet highly vulnerable population. The concurrent, triangulated mixed-methods design strengthens causal inference and policy relevance by pairing population-level patterns with lived experience. The strong inverse association between literacy and barriers (r = −.62, p < .001) and the convergence of themes around stigma, cost, and faith networks offer actionable levers for community and workplace interventions. Finally, the paper’s multi-level implications (individual to policy) make it directly useful for public-health programming and coverage reforms in GCC contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is accurate and specific about population, constructs, and setting. However, “Community-Based” could be misread as a formal community-based research design or intervention, which the study does not primarily claim; the methods emphasize a concurrent triangulated mixed-methods survey/FGD approach rather than a CBPR framework. I also recommend dropping the hyphen in “Mental-Health” (journal styles typically prefer “mental health” as an open compound) and using “migrant workers” for precision and consistency with the manuscript text. A clearer, more indexable alternative is: “Mental Health Literacy and Help-Seeking Barriers Among Low-Wage Filipino Migrant Workers in the United Arab Emirates”.
	

	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: it states a clear purpose, outlines a concurrent triangulated mixed-methods design with sample sizes for both the survey (n=200) and focus groups (n=28), reports a key quantitative result (r(198) = −.62, p < .001), and synthesizes implications in a concise conclusion. To enhance precision and reproducibility, I recommend naming the validated instruments used to assess mental health literacy and help-seeking barriers (e.g., specify the scale names rather than keeping them generic), and adding a brief phrase on the sampling approach (e.g., purposive/snowball) and recruitment context. Because multiple regression was conducted, consider reporting one or two headline adjusted effects (e.g., which sociodemographic predictors remained significant) alongside the correlation to align the Results with the stated analyses.  Finally, one sentence noting key limitations (cross-sectional design and non-probability sampling) would balance the conclusions and match the manuscript’s limitations section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically sound: the concurrent, triangulated mixed-methods design fits the research question and is described with sufficient detail (survey n=200; four FGDs, n=28; thematic analysis), and the quantitative plan (descriptives, Pearson correlation, multiple regression; SPSS v28) aligns with the stated hypotheses. Core results are reported appropriately (e.g., r(198)=−.62, p<.001; regression model F(4,195)=8.45, p<.001, R²=.15; t(198)=4.12, p<.001), and the qualitative themes are coherently integrated with the quantitative trends. For completeness, I suggest: (i) naming all covariates used in the regression (df suggests more predictors than the two flagged in Methods), (ii) briefly reporting model diagnostics/assumptions (normality, homoscedasticity, multicollinearity), and (iii) stating how missing data were handled. Given the purposive/snowball, non-probability sampling and cross-sectional design, the authors already imply, but could state more explicitly, the limits to causal inference and external validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The reference list mixes essential, field-defining sources (e.g., Jorm on mental health literacy; classic socio-ecological theory) with contemporary, regionally relevant work, including several 2023–2024 citations on migrant mental health, capacity-building, and Filipino workers in the Gulf. Overall, it is sufficient and recent. To sharpen alignment with the measures and concepts used, I suggest adding (i) a validated, stigma/structural barrier instrument citation such as the BACE (Barriers to Access to Care Evaluation) to complement the adapted barriers scale, (ii) the WHO World Mental Health Report (2022) to situate the work in current global policy, and (iii) one UAE/GCC policy or system reference (e.g., access/coverage for non-nationals) to anchor the structural barriers described. The current inclusion of MHLS (O’Connor et al., 2015) is appropriate; pairing it with a barriers gold-standard and a policy source would round out the scholarly scaffolding.
	

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


	Yes. The manuscript is written in clear, professional English and reads smoothly overall; the tone and register are appropriate for scholarly communication. Minor copyedits would improve polish and consistency: remove the extra colon in the keywords line (“Keywords: :”), standardize spacing around in-text citations in the Introduction (e.g., stray spaces before/inside parentheses), and convert statistics to journal style with leading zeros (e.g., r(198)=−0.62; p<0.001). I would also add a space in the section header “6.CONCLUSION,” and clean up spacing around commas in the ethics statement (“AC RAK , UAE Institutional Review Board”). Finally, consider de-hyphenating “Mental-Health” in the title to the standard open compound “Mental Health”.
	

	Optional/General comments


	- The study is scientifically sound with a well-matched concurrent, triangulated mixed-methods design; quantitative and qualitative findings are clearly presented and the English is suitable for scholarly communication. The remaining items are polish/clarification rather than defects: name all instruments in the abstract, list covariates used in regression and note basic diagnostics/handling of missing data and tidy a few copyedits (e.g., hyphenation/spacing). References are largely sufficient and recent, with a couple of targeted additions suggested (e.g., a barriers scale and a GCC policy anchor). Taken together, these are minor fixes that will strengthen clarity and transparency without altering the core results or conclusions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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