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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 chapter offers a timely and structured synthesis of the current landscape of medical research  engagement in Saudi Arabia, within the strategic framework of Vision 2030. By systematically consolidating evidence on attitudes, productivity, institutional barriers, and educational gaps, the manuscript provides valuable insight into the determinants of research capacity in a rapidly developing healthcare system. The topic is highly relevant not only to Saudi Arabia but also to other countries seeking to strengthen clinician-led research in service-oriented settings. The work contributes significantly to ongoing discussions on research governance, workforce development, and academic productivity in emerging research ecosystems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes. The title is appropriate, descriptive, and aligned with the scope of the manuscript. It accurately reflects the thematic content and strategic direction of the chapter. No modifications are necessary.
	

	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 well structured and reflects the manuscript's content. However, the following improvements are recommended: 
1) In the results section, you could benefit from more precise quantitative ranges (e.g., approximate percentage ranges and no reference to "...more than two-thirds of participants acknowledging...") for greater clarity.
2) The term "narrative systematic review" in the keywords should be clarified or changed to "narrative review" to ensure methodological consistency.
With minor adjustments, the abstract will be fully suitable for publication.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific rigor in its conceptual structure and synthesis of the literature. The discussion logically links structural barriers, educational gaps, and institutional incentives to research productivity outcomes. The arguments are coherent and based on adequate references.
However, the following points should be addressed to reinforce scientific rigor:
1) Clarify the methodological structure (narrative review, referred to in the Methodology, versus systematic review, referred to in the Results).
2 ) Provide more details on the study selection (e.g., do not present the number of studies included).
3) Avoid overgeneralizations when reporting percentage ranges without specifying the number of studies.
4) Some references are cited repeatedly; ensure consistency of citations and avoid duplication.
These issues require revision but do not compromise the scientific validity of the chapter.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are generally appropriate and include international studies and those conducted in Saudi Arabia. The inclusion of literature up to 2023 is commendable.
However, it is always recommended to:
1) Adding 1 to 2 recent bibliographic analyses (2024–2025) with a specific focus on medical research productivity in the Gulf region.
2) Ensuring that global comparison data are supported by high-impact sources (e.g., OECD R&D indicators, World Bank data, or bibliometric analyses based on Scopus).
Overall, the references are adequate but could be slightly improved.
	

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

	
The language/English is clear, structured, and academically sound.



	

	Optional/General comments

	The tables are useful, but could include a column specifying the approximate number of studies contributing to each topic.
General recommendation: Minor review (scientifically robust, but requires structural clarifications and methodological improvement).

The manuscript is scientifically relevant and timely but requires methodological clarification, minor structural refinement, and modest strengthening of analytical depth before acceptance.
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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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