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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important and relatively underexplored dimension of hypertensive disorders of pregnancy by focusing on non-biological determinants in low- and middle-income countries. By synthesizing evidence on psychosocial, environmental and health-system factors, the review broadens the current understanding of HDP beyond traditional clinical risk factors. The regional emphasis on Nigeria and sub-Saharan Africa adds contextual relevance for settings with a high burden of maternal morbidity and mortality. Overall, the findings are valuable for researchers, clinicians and policymakers working toward improving maternal health outcomes and achieving Sustainable Development Goal 3.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the scope and focus of the review. It accurately highlights the non-biological determinants of HDP and specifies the LMIC context. However, the title is relatively long. If the journal prefers a more concise format, a possible alternative could be: “Non-Biological Determinants of Hypertensive Disorders of Pregnancy in Low- and Middle-Income Countries: A Systematic Review”


	

	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 and well-structured, covering the background, methods, key findings and conclusions. The objectives and major determinant categories are clearly stated. However, the methods section could be slightly streamlined by reducing the number of databases listed, focusing instead on the systematic approach and PRISMA adherence. Additionally, including a brief statement on the quality assessment of included studies would strengthen the methodological clarity. However, no major deletions are required.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript appears scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate for a systematic review. The use of PRISMA 2020 guidelines, defined eligibility criteria and standardized quality assessment tools supports the validity of the findings. The interpretation of results is consistent with the cited literature. Minor clarification may be required in some sections regarding heterogeneity and the limited availability of high-quality data for environmental determinants, but these do not undermine the overall scientific correctness.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient, relevant and include several recent publications up to 2024-2025. The inclusion of WHO, ACOG and regional studies strengthens the credibility of the review. However, the manuscript could benefit from citing one or two additional recent global reviews or large cohort studies focusing on environmental exposures (like heat stress or air pollution) and HDP in LMICs to further support this emerging area.

	

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


	The language is generally clear, formal and suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is well-organized and readable. Minor grammatical inconsistencies and occasional repetition are present, particularly in the discussion section. Overall, the English quality is acceptable, with only minor revisions needed.

	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a well-structured and timely systematic review that addresses an important gap in the literature by focusing on non-biological determinants of HDP in LMICs. The comprehensive search strategy and inclusion of both peer-reviewed and grey literature strengthen the relevance of the findings, particularly for high-burden settings such as Nigeria and sub-Saharan Africa. The manuscript would benefit from minor revisions to improve clarity, reduce repetition in the discussion part and further highlight methodological limitations related to heterogeneity and data gaps for environmental exposures. With these refinements, the article has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to maternal health research and inform policy in resource-limited settings.
The manuscript is scientifically sound, addresses a relevant and timely topic and follows appropriate systematic review methodology. The required revisions are mainly minor and relate to clarity, conciseness and language refinement, rather than substantive methodological or conceptual issues. With these minor revisions, the manuscript would be suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues were identified.
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