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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 makes a valuable contribution by examining the intersection of two significant policy areas: immigration and public health, specifically the fight against HIV/AIDS. Its comparative analysis of France and Canada provides insights into how different political systems and policy traditions converge or diverge when addressing the same public health issue. By highlighting the humanitarian and restrictive aspects of immigration policy in relation to HIV/AIDS, the article raises important questions about equity, ethics, and the impact of public action on vulnerable populations. This work can enrich scholarly debates on public policy, migration, and global health governance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	  The title is largely suitable, but it could be made more concise and academically sharp.
  Suggested Alternative: Public Policy Intersections: Immigration and the Fight Against HIV/AIDS in France and Canada

	

	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 comprehensive, but it is overly repetitive (duplicated paragraphs appear in the text).
  It should be streamlined to avoid redundancy and improve clarity.
  Suggested improvements:
· Clearly state the research objective in one concise sentence.
· Summarize the methodology (interviews, comparative analysis) more explicitly.
· Condense the findings into 3–4 clear outcomes without repetition.
· Revise for grammar and readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	  The manuscript is scientifically correct and well-structured, with solid grounding in public policy analysis and comparative frameworks.
  The arguments are well-supported by literature and contextualized in historical and political frameworks.
  Minor methodological clarifications (sample size, selection of interviewees, and limitations) could strengthen the rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	· The references are numerous and cover a broad range of sources, including classic works and recent studies.
· However, some references are over a decade old; adding recent works (post-2015) on migration and health policy would strengthen the paper.
· Suggested additions:
· Articles on migration and health in the context of COVID-19.
· Recent WHO or UNAIDS reports (2020s) on HIV/AIDS among migrants.
	

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

	  The English is understandable but requires polishing.
  Issues include:
· Redundancy and repetition (especially in abstract).
· Occasional awkward phrasing and grammatical errors.
  A professional language edit is recommended for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments

	   The manuscript provides a strong comparative framework, but streamlining the narrative would improve readability.
· Some sections could be shortened to maintain focus.
	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

No
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