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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 makes a meaningful contribution to the scientific community. It tackles a well-known gap between technical health system interventions and the human-centered, adaptive factors that drive real change. By weaving together systems thinking, implementation science, and participatory approaches, the PEACE Framework offers a timely response to calls for managing complexity in health systems. Its application to adolescent health syndemics adds practical relevance, especially for global health and internal medicine outcomes.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and appropriate, reflecting both the conceptual and methodological focus of the work. It signals the framework (PEACE) and its role in bridging technical and adaptive divides in health systems and behavior change. To highlight its applied nature, a possible alternative could be: “The PEACE Framework: An Integrated Technical and Adaptive Model for Health Systems Strengthening and Behaviour Change.


	

	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 well-structured and comprehensive. It lays out the problem, proposed solution, operational tool, demonstrated utility, and conclusion in a logical way. It captures both the conceptual contribution and practical application. One small improvement would be to clarify that the evidence presented is primarily observational and practice-based rather than experimental. This would enhance transparency about methodological rigor.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Conceptually, the manuscript is strong. It aligns with established theories in systems thinking, implementation science, and adaptive leadership. The framework is coherent and well-supported by literature. From a clinical research perspective, however, the absence of quantitative outcome data or comparative evaluation limits conclusions about effectiveness. Still, it stands as a valuable methodological and conceptual contribution.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are thorough, relevant, and mostly recent, with strong representation from leading journals such as The Lancet, BMJ, and Implementation Science. They provide solid theoretical grounding. Adding recent empirical studies on participatory systems tools in LMIC health systems could further strengthen the applied evidence base, but overall the citation quality is excellent.


	

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


	The manuscript is clearly written and uses appropriate academic language. Its logical structure makes it easy to follow. Minor issues include occasional repetition and long sentences that could be streamlined for clarity. These are editorial refinements rather than substantive concerns and can be addressed during revision without affecting the scientific content.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript offers a valuable conceptual and practical tool for integrated health systems problem-solving. For future work, the authors could consider formal evaluation designs—such as mixed-methods or quasi-experimental studies—to assess impact on clinical and population-level outcomes. This would make the framework even more compelling for clinicians and policymakers who look for evidence of effectiveness alongside conceptual innovation.

  The manuscript is conceptually strong, well-written, original, and ethically sound.

  Minor limitations include the lack of quantitative outcome data, reliance on observational/practice-based evidence, and some editorial refinements needed.
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