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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 publication fills a significant gap in the literature by investigating how domicile and socio-environmental circumstances influence menopausal experiences among Sub-Saharan African women in both LMIC and HIC settings. The comparative method, which includes both quantitative and qualitative perspectives, sheds light on how migration, socioeconomic variables, health-care disparities, and cultural norms influence symptom detection and treatment patterns. Given the global interest in ethnic differences in midlife women's health, this study adds significantly to a still-underdeveloped body of evidence. The findings also reveal significant prospects for culturally appropriate health promotion and menopausal care programs, which are becoming increasingly important to policymakers, physicians, and academics.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the study's general content and goal. However, it is quite lengthy and might be clarified while maintaining its comparison perspective.

	

	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 describes the study's objectives, methodologies, important findings, and conclusions. However, it would benefit from better organization and a more straightforward explanation of the findings. The statistical findings are well explained, however the transitions between findings are abrupt, making it difficult for readers to follow the narrative flow.

Suggested changes:

Add a brief remark explaining the qualitative findings or themes, as the study is mixed-methods but the qualitative component is not explicitly described.

In one or two final sentences, describe the findings' clinical or public-health implications.

Consider simplifying numerical findings to enhance readability.

Rephrase the ending remark to highlight the unique contribution and future research directions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically informative, with extensive contextual detail supported by empirical data and thematic qualitative analysis. The technique is transparently presented, including inclusion criteria, qualitative triangulation, and analytic methods. However, there are areas that need strengthening:

The authors acknowledge that the sample size is limited. However, more precise explanations of the constraints resulting from selection bias and generalizability would improve the work.
Although the technique section might include additional details on coding procedures, validation, and theme derivation, the qualitative analysis is comprehensive.
Certain hypothetical interpretations or causal conclusions (such as "accelerated nativity advantage erosion") ought to be presented more carefully or have stronger evidence.
The commentary might be condensed to save duplication, but it adequately places the findings within a larger body of literature.
The book is intriguing from a scientific standpoint overall, however it would be beneficial to tighten the narrative and make sure that the claims are consistent with the data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate and relevant, with recent studies, including those published between 2023 and 2024. They show a broad understanding of menopause, ethnic disparities, and global health literature. However:
Suggestions:
Check the uniformity of reference formatting, particularly for online references and access dates.
Consider including recent policy or population-level evaluations of menopausal literacy and health-care inequities when appropriate.
Ensure that all statistical claims in the text are adequately cited.
	

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


	The language is mostly understandable, but professional editing would help to improve clarity, sentence structure, and coherence. Several sentences are excessively long and may be improved for readability. Minor grammatical faults and typographic irregularities are found throughout the text. Improving these factors will have a substantial impact on academic communication quality.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Tables are useful, but they should be formatted more clearly; certain values and symbols appear mismatched.
Consider combining overlapping elements in the Discussion to reduce duplication. 
Strengthening the conclusion with additional concrete recommendations (e.g., policy, clinical routes, research needs) will boost the manuscript's practical value.

Recommendation: Major Revision

The manuscript offers insightful, unique content that is obviously relevant to global inequities and women's health. However, before it can be considered for publishing, a number of important concerns need to be fixed, including methodological clarity, ethical approval clarification, narrative tightening, and language refining.

	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Yes. The manuscript requires clarification on the ethical approval. The investigation indicates that no formal board review was achieved, which is insufficient for human-subject research. The authors must include an ethical committee approval number or an official waiver, as well as a brief description of informed consent procedures and data-privacy measures, notably for IP/device data and the use of third-party analytic tools.
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