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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.


	This manuscript addresses a highly relevant global health challenge by integrating explainable AI with both clinical and financial risk prediction for maternal, neonatal, and perinatal mental health outcomes in resource-limited settings. It contributes novel empirical evidence on how rigorously validated latent constructs and explainability features can improve not only predictive performance but also trust, transparency, and potential adoption in real-world health systems. The explicit linkage between clinical risk, financial vulnerability, and explainability responds directly to current priorities in equitable, AI-enabled health system strengthening. As such, the work is of clear interest to researchers and policymakers in global health, medical informatics, and health economics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	YES. 

The current title, “EVALUATING HOW EXPLAINABLE AI-DRIVEN FINANCIAL AND CLINICAL RISK MODELS IMPROVE GLOBAL MATERNAL, NEONATAL AND MENTAL HEALTH OUTCOMES IN RESOURCE-LIMITED SETTINGS,” is broadly appropriate in scope and reflects the main dimensions of the study. However, it is somewhat long and could be made more concise while preserving specificity. A suggested alternative is: “Explainable AI-Driven Clinical and Financial Risk Models for Maternal, Neonatal and Perinatal Mental Health in Resource-Limited Settings.”
	

	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 provides a comprehensive overview of the background, methods (survey, factor analysis, explainable ML), key performance metrics (AUC range 0.79–0.86), and the integrated clinical–financial–explainability dimension. It effectively highlights the role of latent constructs and trust in explainability as moderators of model performance and adoption. Suggested improvements are:​

· Streamline some long sentences to enhance readability, especially in the opening background and methods descriptions.​

· More clearly distinguish between empirical findings (e.g., AUC values, key predictors, integrated risk subgroup) and interpretive or normative statements (e.g., “morally sound path”), possibly softening the latter.​

· If space allows, briefly mention sample size and setting to give clearer context to the reported performance metrics.​


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound in its conceptualization and analytical strategy, combining exploratory factor analysis, validated latent constructs, and explainable machine learning (gradient boosting and logistic regression with post-hoc explanations) to model maternal, neonatal, and perinatal mental health outcomes alongside financial risk. The use of established psychometric indicators (KMO, Bartlett’s test, Cronbach’s alpha) and performance metrics (AUC-ROC) is appropriate and correctly interpreted. Nonetheless, the methods section would benefit from more detailed reporting on sampling procedures, handling of missing data, model validation strategy (e.g., cross-validation, train–test split), hyperparameter tuning, and the specific explainability techniques used. Clarifying these points will further strengthen the rigor and reproducibility of the work.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites a broad range of sources, including recent work on explainable AI, predictive modeling in maternal and neonatal health, and health financing mechanisms, as well as reports from WHO and World Bank. Many references are current (2020–2025), which is appropriate for a rapidly evolving field like AI in healthcare. The reference list appears generally sufficient; however, the authors may consider adding a few more method-focused references on state-of-the-art XAI techniques (e.g., SHAP, LIME, counterfactual explanations) and recent global guidance on trustworthy/ethical AI in health to further anchor the technical and policy discussions.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in generally clear academic English and is suitable for scholarly communication. However, there are multiple overly long and complex sentences, some minor grammatical issues, and occasional redundancy in the description of explainable AI and its benefits. A careful language edit focusing on sentence shortening, removal of repeated phrases, and harmonization of terminology (e.g., consistent use of “perinatal mental health”, “explainability”, “resource-limited/resource-constrained settings”) is recommended to improve fluency and readability.
	


	Optional/General comments


	· The integration of clinical, financial, and explainability dimensions is a major strength and clearly differentiates this work from prior single-domain studies.​

· The Results and Discussion sections sometimes blend empirical findings with interpretive and policy commentary; a clearer separation (e.g., strictly reporting findings first, then implications) would help readers navigate the narrative.​

· The figures (e.g., scree plot, performance metrics, heatmaps, Sankey-style integrated risk flows) are conceptually appropriate; ensuring that all are clearly labeled, legible, and directly referenced in the text with explicit interpretation will enhance their value.​

· A more explicit limitations subsection (data source, generalizability, potential biases, constraints of cross-sectional design) and a brief note on future research directions would further reinforce the manuscript’s credibility and usefulness.​

The manuscript demonstrates strong conceptual innovation, rigorous analytical methods, and clear relevance to global health priorities, justifying a high score. However, it requires major revisions for enhanced methodological transparency, clearer separation of results and discussion, and polishing of language and structure before acceptance.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO.
Based on the provided manuscript text, no explicit ethical concerns (such as obvious harm, unethical data use, or misuse of AI tools) are apparent in the conceptual framing of the study. However, because the work involves human participants, including sensitive clinical, psychosocial, and financial data from women of reproductive age, the manuscript should clearly and explicitly report: approval from an appropriate ethics review committee, the informed consent process, data anonymization procedures, and safeguards for handling mental-health–related information. If these elements are not already detailed in the full version (e.g., in a dedicated “Ethical considerations” subsection), they should be added or expanded; otherwise, the ethical framework appears in principle acceptable.
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