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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 is important for the scientific community because it synthesizes rapidly expanding scholarship on planetary health and translates it into practical implications for health systems transformation. By integrating conceptual advances and governance frameworks developed in venues such as The Lancet Planetary Health and the Earth Commission, it strengthens the evidence base linking human health to Earth system stability. It also advances interdisciplinary research by clarifying pathways for resilience, sustainability measurement, and justice-oriented reform within contemporary health systems.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is somewhat rhetorical and broad, and it does not clearly signal that the paper is a systematic review. Also, “Success is Everyone’s Business” is normative and journalistic rather than scientific.
SUGGESTED TITLE: Planetary Health Systems: A Systematic Review of Governance, Primary Care, and Sustainability within Safe and Just Planetary Boundaries.
	

	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 in scope and intellectually strong. However, it currently reads more like a hybrid policy manifesto and research summary.
The abstract should be improved by strengthening its structural organization into a clear Background, Objective, Methods, Results, and Conclusion format; clarifying methodological transparency by specifying the exact number of included studies, databases searched, time frame, and whether PRISMA guidelines and a formal meta-analysis were applied; refining and substantiating quantitative claims to avoid overstating causality; reducing normative or advocacy language in favor of academically neutral, evidence-based conclusions; sharpening the central contribution of the manuscript to clearly articulate its innovation in health systems performance and planetary health integration; and optimizing keywords by removing overlapping terms and replacing them with more precise, indexable concepts relevant to global health governance and sustainability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually grounded in established planetary health and health systems literature and aligns with current scientific frameworks on sustainability and equity. However, clarification of the methodological procedures, statistical analyses, and consistency between reported results and data declarations is necessary to fully confirm its scientific robustness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the manuscript’s reference list is generally sufficient and draws on many recent (2022–2026) and highly relevant sources.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and academically appropriate for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript demonstrates strong conceptual understanding and normative alignment with planetary health principles. However, substantial methodological clarification, structural reorganization, and analytical tightening are required before it meets the standards of a rigorous systematic review suitable for peer-reviewed publication.
NOTE: Major revisions is needed. No need to worry. The weaknesses are repairable, not fundamental.
1. The introduction is overly rhetorical, repetitive, and advocacy-driven, lacking a clearly defined research gap, specific problem statement, and concise scholarly framing. It should be tightened by removing redundant statistics and descriptive background, clearly articulating the knowledge gap and necessity of the review, and ending with a precise statement of the study’s aim.
2. The literature review overuses citation stacking and sequential summaries without thematic synthesis or a guiding conceptual framework, and it should be reorganized analytically while removing repetitive references such as recurring WHO mortality projections.

3. In your methodology, you rely on one database (SCOPUS). Why? Relying on one database (e.g., Scopus) is problematic in a systematic review because it increases the risk of selection bias and incomplete evidence capture. Using a single database is not automatically wrong, but it must be clearly justified, acknowledged as a limitation, and accompanied by an explanation of how coverage gaps were mitigated to avoid concerns about completeness and rigor.
4. Your manuscript lacks a results section. Even if it is a review, Results section should include a structured table of study characteristics, a descriptive overview of the evidence base, a clear thematic synthesis indicating how many studies support each theme, identification of evidence gaps, and a strict separation of findings from interpretation.
5. Although the Discussion demonstrates strong conceptual integration and justice framing, it is overly long, repetitive, and advocacy-driven, it lacks structured subheadings, critical appraisal, and a limitations section, and should be streamlined, analytically strengthened, thematically organized, and include explicit evaluation of evidence strengths, weaknesses, gaps, and methodological limitations.

6. The Conclusion should be refined to reduce normative repetition, explicitly state the review’s unique contribution, clearly outline policy and research implications, and reference the methodological foundation of the study in a sharper academic tone.
7. Your 3Rs section (Reduce–Reuse–Recycle) currently feels disconnected from your systematic review and does not appear to be clearly supported by the evidence you synthesized. It should either be integrated into the discussion with direct alignment to review findings and proper citation of quantitative claims or removed entirely.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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