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	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 significant and underexplored area at the intersection of macroeconomics and public health, particularly within the context of a small island developing state. By employing a longitudinal time-series approach, the study advances beyond conventional cross-sectional analyses and provides deeper insight into the temporal and lagged effects of macroeconomic indicators on both non-communicable diseases (NCDs) and mental health outcomes. The integration of ARIMAX modelling strengthens the methodological contribution and enhances the analytical robustness of the study. Furthermore, the focus on Jamaica fills an important geographical and contextual gap in the literature, offering policy-relevant findings for similar low- and middle-income settings. Overall, the manuscript contributes valuable empirical evidence that can inform multisectoral policy integration between economic planning and health system strengthening.
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 
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	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript demonstrates solid methodological grounding and addresses a policy-relevant topic with strong potential contribution to the field. However, there are notable weaknesses, particularly the absence of a clearly articulated limitations section, incomplete presentation of statistical equations, and insufficient methodological transparency regarding time-series diagnostics. These issues require major revision before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
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