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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 manuscript is highly relevant to the scientific and academic community because it provides a comprehensive overview of the current status, barriers, and future directions of medical research in Saudi Arabia within the framework of Vision 2030. Strengthening research capacity in rapidly developing healthcare systems is a global priority, and this chapter contributes valuable contextual evidence from Saudi Arabia. The identification of the persistent attitude–practice gap in research engagement offers important insights for policymakers, academic institutions, and healthcare administrators. Furthermore, the manuscript contributes to understanding how institutional reforms, protected research time, and structured training programs can enhance research productivity in emerging academic systems.
	

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

	Yes, the title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript. It appropriately links medical research development with Saudi Vision 2030 and outlines the key focus areas (barriers, progress, and future directions). No modification is required.
	

	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 well-structured and includes Background, Objective, Methods, Results, and Conclusion. It clearly summarizes the scope and key findings of the review.
However, minor improvements are recommended:
1. Specify the number of studies included in the review to improve transparency.
2. Clearly state that this is a narrative review to avoid confusion with a systematic review.
3. Slightly reduce repetition regarding the “positive attitude but low participation” finding to improve conciseness.
Overall, the abstract is strong but would benefit from minor refinement.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and logically structured. It presents a coherent synthesis of existing literature and integrates comparative international evidence effectively.
Strengths:
· Clear organization (Introduction, Methodology, Thematic Analysis, Results, Discussion, Conclusion).
· Strong thematic synthesis.
· Balanced discussion integrating national and international evidence.
Minor limitations:
· The methodology lacks detailed reporting of the final number of included studies.
· No flow diagram or detailed selection process is presented.
· Study characteristics could be summarized more systematically in tabular form.
Despite these minor methodological limitations, the manuscript remains scientifically robust and technically sound.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and include several recent studies (2019–2023). The inclusion of Saudi-based research strengthens contextual relevance.
Some classical references (1992, 1996, 2005) are appropriately used for foundational concepts. However, the addition of 1–2 more recent (2024–2025) studies, if available, would further strengthen the currency of the manuscript.

	

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

	The language is academically appropriate and suitable for scholarly publication. The writing is clear, formal, and consistent. A few long sentences could be slightly condensed to enhance readability, but overall the English quality is strong.

	

	Optional/General comments

	· Consider adding a flow diagram illustrating the literature search process.
· Clearly state the total number of included studies.
· Add a short subsection in the Discussion emphasizing policy implications under Vision 2030.


The manuscript is relevant, well-structured, and scientifically sound. The topic aligns well with the scope of the book and contributes meaningful insights into research capacity development. Only minor revisions are required, mainly related to methodological transparency and minor refinements in the abstract and reporting.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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