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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.

	Maternal mortality remains a core indicator of health system performance and equity, and country-specific syntheses can help prioritize preventable drivers and service gaps. For Saudi Arabia, where health system transformation and demographic/epidemiologic shifts are ongoing, a clear summary of recent trends and determinants could be valuable for policy and clinical quality improvement. The COVID-19 period adds additional relevance regarding continuity of care and emergency obstetric capacity. That said, the impact of this chapter depends on tighter methodological clarity, consistent framing, and reliable presentation of evidence.

	

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

	Broadly yes, but the “updated/comprehensive” claim needs to be supported by a consistent time frame and clearly defined scope. If the review window is limited (2020–2023), the title should reflect that explicitly.
	

	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 outlines the intent, but it should align to a single, clearly stated review window and briefly specify the information sources and inclusion logic. If numerical ranges are presented, they must be clearly contextualized (time period and metric definition) and consistent with the main text. Avoid over-claiming “evidence-based recommendations” unless the method for deriving recommendations is transparent.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The overall conceptual structure (direct obstetric causes, indirect medical causes, and health-system/access factors) is appropriate. However, language/meaning errors and internal inconsistencies raise concerns about the reliability of specific statements and the strength of inference. The methods section, in particular, needs to be made coherent and appropriate for a narrative review (or upgraded to a true systematic approach with the necessary reporting).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The reference base appears potentially adequate, but it is not consistently anchored to key national surveillance sources and high-quality primary evidence. Some claims—especially quantitative ones—need stronger alignment with the most authoritative data sources and clearer linkage between statements and the cited literature.
	

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

	The English requires major work. There are frequent grammar issues, inconsistent terminology, and several sentences that do not convey a clear meaning. This goes beyond copy-editing; it requires a careful rewrite to restore clarity and logical flow.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
Decide explicitly whether this is a narrative review or a systematic review and revise the methods and claims accordingly. Harmonize the time window across the manuscript and re-check all quantitative statements for internal consistency. Replace or remove all unclear/placeholder-like sentences, then rebuild the narrative so that methods, results/trends, and interpretation are coherent and defensible.


	















	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 but the main risk is academic rigor. Unclear sourcing of quantitative claims and inconsistent methodology can mislead readers, so the manuscript needs a thorough accuracy check.
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