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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 minimumof 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This paper is important because it highlights an attitude-practice gap within Saudi Arabia's medical research, there is a great deal of interest but not much research being produced. By identifying some factors impacting this research gap (e.g., clinical workloads), this paper provides insight into specific barriers hindering academic productivity and also provides practical recommendations to help align academic productivity with the broader goal of the Saudi Vision 2030 initiative.
	

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

	Overall, the title accurately reflects the content outline of the manuscript (geographic focus, what Vision 2030 serves as a potential framework to drive change, the thematic structure for analyzing current barriers, documenting existing progress, and identifying strategies for moving forward with medical research).
	

	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 thorough and follows a logical order (background, methods, results, conclusion) to describe the content of the manuscript. However, I would recommend including the overall number of studies that were included as well as the types of professionals whose work was evaluated, for added clarity to the reader.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the information provided, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound for a narrative review. The methodology clearly outlines a systematic approach to searching for studies in the major databases, and there are clear eligibility criteria defined. The authors have also made an appropriate decision to use a narrative synthesis, as they provide rationale for this approach due to the methodological differences among the studies they evaluated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	In terms of previous citations, the references cited in the manuscript are appropriate for a narrative review and show a good balance between using current (up to September 2023) local Saudi data and foundational global data. I would recommend including newer citations with respect to the Health Sector Transformation Program to enhance the section on future directions for research.
	

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

	Definitely, the English writing is very high quality for academic communications as it uses an academic style with an academic-type tone and is clear, precise, formal and has a logical sequence that flows from the analysis of individual and institutional barriers to the analysis of global comparative evidence and the development of global recommendations for future strategies.
	

	Optional/Generalcomments
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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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