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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.


	The contribution to the field of science through this manuscript can be viewed as the provision of a comprehensive and current synthesis of trends, determinants and prevention strategies of adolescent suicide in the United States. It provides a multidimensional perspective of a sensitive and increasingly prevalent issue of public health by combining epidemiological data with social, psychological, and structural influences. The research also reveals some crucial differences and emerging risk factors, thus, leading the researchers and policymakers to more focused and equal interventions. Moreover, the focus it gives to multi-level prevention plans and recognition of the gaps that exist puts a good basis on the future research, policy formulation, and evidence based practice in adolescent mental health. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, as it is currently named, Rising Trends and Determinants of Adolescent Suicide in the United States: A Review of Implications of National Prevention Strategies is overall appropriate and fits well within the scope of the manuscript. It is also very informative to the readers and it can be indexed in academics because it obviously shows the trends, risk factors and prevention. It is however a bit long and can be shortened and made more effective.
Adolescent Suicide in the United States: Trends, Determinants, and Prevention Strategies

	

	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 also well written, comprehensive and summarizes the background, purpose, methodology, main findings and implications of the study but a few few improvements would make it more effective. It can be improved by having a shorter description of the methodology, and it will be better to cut the overarching lists of databases, and slightly decrease the minimal repetition on the first lines. Having one or two particular quantitative results would help it be more evidence-based, whereas an explicit conclusion would enhance the overall cohesion. Also, it would be better to explicitly point out the newness of the review, including its long-range character (2000-2026) and the combined point of view, to accentuate even more the contribution of the review to the world of science. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is scientifically sound and based on the existing literature as it clearly illustrates that it has a clear understanding of the epidemiology, risk factors, and prevention interventions associated with adolescent suicide. The arguments are logically constructed, and the inclusion of several determinants that include psychological, social, and structural is an indication of a comprehensive and evidence-based argument. The validity and reliability of the findings is also evidenced by the use of up-to-date and relevant references. Nevertheless, being a narrative review, the study can be also limited to potential selection bias and absence of quantitative synthesis, which should be stated much more clearly. On the whole, the paper is scientifically valid and can be published with some refinements. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The sources utilized by the manuscript are mostly adequate, topical, and current, and most of the references are written during the last years (2023-2026), which enhances the scientific competence of the review. The abundance of sources of authoritative journals and organizations (e.g., CDC, WHO, and peer-reviewed publications) will provide a good ground of evidence and proper coverage of epidemiological trends, risk factors, and prevention measures. 

Nevertheless, there are some aspects that could be improved to increase the quality of references: the authors might be able to include more systematic reviews or meta-analyses on adolescent suicide and mental health, as well as include more global or cross-national comparative analyses to enlarge the viewpoint on the U.S. situation. The inclusion of more recent studies on digital mental health interventions, AI-based early suicide risk detection, and post-COVID longitudinal mental health outcomes would also be valuable to this manuscript. Generally, the sources are sufficient, though, slight extensions are necessary to enhance the level and thoroughness.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally clear, professional, and appropriate to communicate the message to the scholars, the language and the English quality of the manuscript are usually clear and professional. It is easy to understand as the writing is well structured, coherent and has the right academic tone through out. The slightest changes might be applied, which could be seen in the occasional redundancy, simplification of some of the lengthy sentences, and the use of a consistent amount of terminology and phrasing. On the whole, the paper shows that it is highly written in academic English and needs only slight editing in order to be more succinct and clear.
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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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