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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 is important for the scientific community because it provides a comprehensive and up-to-date synthesis of evidence on HIV self-testing utilisation across diverse populations and delivery models in sub-Saharan Africa, a region bearing the highest global HIV burden. By systematically mapping barriers, facilitators, and outcomes such as linkage to care and treatment initiation, the review highlights critical implementation gaps that are often overlooked in single-setting or population-specific studies. The findings offer valuable insights for researchers, policymakers, and program implementers to optimize HIV self-testing strategies and strengthen linkage pathways in real-world settings. Additionally, this work identifies key evidence gaps and methodological inconsistencies, thereby guiding future research priorities and supporting more standardized reporting in HIV self-testing implementation science.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is suitable
	

	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 generally clear, well structured, and largely comprehensive, as it appropriately covers the background, objectives, methodology, key results, and conclusions of the scoping review. It provides a good high-level overview of the scope and relevance of the study and is suitable for informing readers about the overall purpose and findings of the manuscript.

However, a few minor additions and clarifications would further strengthen the abstract and improve its scientific precision.

Suggestions for Improvement

1. Clarify the Target Population

· The abstract currently implies a focus on “people living” in sub-Saharan Africa, which may be interpreted as people living with HIV.

· Since the review includes the general population and key populations regardless of HIV status, this should be clarified to avoid ambiguity.

Suggested improvement:
Briefly indicate that the review includes general and key populations rather than only PLHIV.

2. Clarify the Meaning of Very High Utilisation Rates

· The abstract reports utilisation rates exceeding 100%, which may be confusing without context.

· A short qualifier explaining that these rates reflect secondary distribution, repeat testing, or program-specific denominators would improve clarity.
3. Explicitly Mention Key Delivery Models

· While utilisation outcomes are described, the abstract could benefit from explicitly naming peer-led, home-based, or community-based delivery models, as these are central to the findings.

4. Strengthen the Outcomes Component

· Linkage to care and post-test outcomes are mentioned but could be made more explicit, especially noting that reporting was inconsistent across studies.

Suggested addition:
A short phrase highlighting variability or gaps in outcome reporting would better reflect the evidence base.

5. Minor Language Refinement

· Consider tightening phrasing in the Results section of the abstract to enhance readability and reduce redundancy.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate for a scoping review. The authors have correctly applied established frameworks, including the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) Manual for Evidence Synthesis and the PRISMA-ScR guidelines, and the review process is transparently described. The search strategy, study selection, data extraction, and narrative synthesis are appropriate for the stated objectives, and the conclusions are generally supported by the presented evidence.

That said, a few issues affect the scientific precision rather than the validity of the work. There is some conceptual inconsistency in the definition of the target population, particularly regarding the use of the phrase “people living,” which could be misinterpreted as referring exclusively to people living with HIV. In addition, the reporting of utilisation rates exceeding 100% requires clearer methodological explanation to ensure correct interpretation. The heterogeneity of included studies and the lack of critical appraisal, while acceptable in a scoping review, should be more explicitly acknowledged when interpreting outcomes such as linkage to care and treatment initiation.

In summary, the manuscript is scientifically correct, but it would benefit from minor clarifications and stronger contextualization of heterogeneous findings to enhance accuracy, transparency, and interpretability.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current reference list appears sufficiently broad and relevant, and it includes key foundational studies and guidelines on HIV self-testing (HIVST). However, I recommend the addition of recent, high-quality studies and reviews published in 2024–2025 that further strengthen the evidence base on uptake, barriers, delivery models, and specific populations (e.g., young people, partners of pregnant women, gendered analyses). Including these will enhance the manuscript’s currency and comprehensiveness.
	

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


	The language and overall English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, professional, and uses appropriate scientific terminology, and the arguments are logically structured and easy to follow. Most sections convey the intended meaning effectively, and the tone is appropriate for an academic public health journal.
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