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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 a persistent and high-impact challenge in global adolescent health: uneven access to sexual and reproductive health (SRH) services for adolescents and young people across Sub-Saharan Africa, including the disproportionate disadvantages faced in rural settings. 

By mapping barriers (e.g., stigma, confidentiality concerns, economic constraints) alongside interventions (e.g., digital tools and peer-led models), the review provides a useful “evidence landscape” that can guide program designers and policy actors toward more youth-responsive services. 

The inclusion of both peer-reviewed studies and policy documents strengthens the practical relevance of the work, helping bridge research-to-policy translation in a field where implementation gaps remain substantial.  Overall, the manuscript has clear value for researchers and practitioners seeking to prioritize scalable, equitable strategies to improve adolescent SRH access in SSA
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable: it is specific (population, region, age range) and correctly signals the review type (“scoping review”). That said, it could be slightly tightened for readability and to better reflect the manuscript’s emphasis on barriers, interventions, and policy gaps. 

Suggested alternative: “Access to Sexual and Reproductive Health Services among Adolescents and Young People (10–24 years) in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Scoping Review of Barriers, Interventions, and Policy Gaps.”
	

	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.


	Clarify scope and study mix: you mention “21 studies… including policy documents,” but it would help to state how many were peer-reviewed research articles versus policy/grey literature.
Reconsider “evaluate effectiveness” wording: scoping reviews typically map evidence; if no formal critical appraisal or synthesis of effect sizes is done, consider reframing to “summarize reported interventions and outcomes” rather than “evaluate effectiveness.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the topic framing, the research question, and the choice of a scoping review approach are appropriate for a broad and heterogeneous evidence base. That said, I recommend addressing points to strengthen methodological rigor and internal consistency:

· Database reporting inconsistency: the manuscript states “three main academic databases” but then lists only PubMed and AJOL. This should be corrected (either add the missing database or revise the wording).

· Interpretation of intervention “effects”: if the narrative synthesis includes specific quantitative impacts from single studies (e.g., percentage changes), it would be helpful to consistently attribute these as study-level findings and avoid wording that implies pooled or generalized effectiveness across SSA.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Suggested additions (to strengthen methods reporting and conceptual grounding):

· PRISMA-ScR (scoping review reporting guideline): Tricco et al., 2018 (PRISMA extension for scoping reviews).

· JBI guidance for scoping reviews: Peters et al. (Joanna Briggs Institute guidance; updated versions).

· Access-to-healthcare framework (optional but helpful if you want a stronger conceptual definition of “access”): Levesque et al. (patient-centred access framework).

· WHO adolescent health/SRH service quality guidance (for stronger policy anchoring): e.g., WHO “Global standards for quality health-care services for adolescents” and/or WHO AA-HA! guidance (if aligned with your framing).
	

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


	The English is generally understandable and the manuscript reads coherently at a high level, but it would benefit from professional language polishing before publication. I also recommend checking consistency of terminology and abbreviations across the manuscript (e.g., “youth-friendly services” labels), tightening long sentences in the Discussion, and ensuring uniform style for hyphenation and age-range formatting throughout.
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