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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 highly important public health issue by examining how maternal health systems in sub-Saharan Africa responded to the disruptions caused by COVID-19. The topic is relevant to researchers, policymakers, and practitioners because maternal health in the region remains fragile, and strengthening health system resilience is essential for continuity of care during future crises. The manuscript is also valuable because it brings together evidence on service delivery, workforce, financing, governance, equity, and digital health within a single review framework. Its potential contribution lies in highlighting both adaptive strategies and persistent inequities, which can help inform more equitable and sustainable maternal health policies in low-resource settings. 
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

4 = Good 
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good 
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory 
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 3 = Satisfactory 
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory 
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory 	
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The title is clear, specific, and reflects the manuscript’s topic, population, and study design.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract covers the main sections well, but it could be improved by stating more clearly how studies were selected and by making the main knowledge gap more explicit
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Yes, with important revisions needed.
The manuscript is broadly scientifically sound and follows a recognizable scoping review structure, including stated objectives, eligibility criteria, search sources, and thematic synthesis. However, the methods need fuller detail to improve reproducibility, especially regarding search strings, screening procedures, reviewer roles, and justification of the qualitative scoring used in Table 2. In addition, the manuscript sometimes reads more descriptively than analytically, and several language and consistency problems should be corrected before publication. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes but need revision 
The reference list includes recent sources and relevant literature on maternal health, COVID-19, and health systems. However, the quality and consistency of the references need closer checking because some citations appear incomplete or inconsistently formatted, and a few very recent citations should be carefully verified for accuracy and indexing. Reference formatting should be standardized throughout. 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No major ethical issues identified.
The study is a literature-based review and the manuscript states that ethical approval was not required because no human subjects were involved. That is appropriate for this type of scoping review. 
	




PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses an important and timely issue and has clear policy relevance for maternal health systems in sub-Saharan Africa. The use of a scoping review approach and the WHO health system building blocks framework provides a useful structure for organizing the evidence. 
The objectives are generally clear, and the findings on service disruption, workforce adaptation, digital health, financing, and inequities are relevant and potentially valuable to the field. 
However, the manuscript requires substantial revision before it is suitable for publication. First, the methods section should be strengthened. The search strategy is described only in broad terms; the paper would benefit from a fuller presentation of search strings, selection procedures, number of reviewers involved in screening and extraction, and how disagreements were resolved. 
The manuscript also states that a qualitative scoring approach was used to rate studies across WHO building blocks, but the basis for assigning “high,” “moderate,” or “low” remains insufficiently justified and may appear subjective unless more rigor is provided. 
Second, the review is stronger in description than in critical synthesis. Much of the results section summarizes disruptions and responses, but deeper comparison across countries, health system contexts, and study types would improve the manuscript.
 The discussion does identify that many strategies were reactive and short term, which is useful, but the paper should go further in distinguishing what was merely adaptive from what may represent genuine transformative resilience. 
Third, the manuscript does not adequately discuss its own limitations. Although it notes that formal critical appraisal was not conducted, it should also discuss the implications of including heterogeneous study designs, possible publication bias, uneven geographical representation, reliance on a small number of included studies, and limitations in drawing strong policy conclusions from descriptive evidence. This is one of the main weaknesses of the paper in its current form. 
Fourth, the manuscript requires careful language editing. There are several wording, grammar, and consistency issues, such as typographical errors, awkward phrasing, repetition, and some inconsistent terminology. Examples include “Global Scholar” instead of “Google Scholar,” “mot done” instead of “not done,” and some inconsistent use of regional descriptors and study descriptions. Tables should also be checked for completeness, formatting consistency, and citation alignment. 
Finally, the references should be reviewed carefully for completeness, uniform formatting, and accuracy. Some entries appear incomplete or need verification. Strengthening reference quality will improve the manuscript’s credibility. 

The manuscript covers a relevant topic and has potential value, but in its present form it remains too descriptive and methodologically underdeveloped for acceptance. I recommend minor  revision. The main issues are insufficient methodological transparency, limited critical analysis, inadequate discussion of review limitations, and the need for substantial language and formatting correction. If the authors address these issues carefully, the paper could become publishable. 
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