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	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.

	This manuscript is relevant to the scientific community as it addresses a topic that is still relatively unexplored. By gathering and comparing evidence from different regions, it provides a comprehensive overview of the structural inequalities affecting the health of these workers and identifies critical gaps in occupational safety and health policies. The article has the potential to influence both future research and management and governance practices in ports of emerging economies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the content and methodology of the systematic review.
	

	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 covers the essential parts, but it is generic and does not clearly convey the weight of the findings and the real contribution of the study. It would be interesting to include some concrete numbers, such as the total number of studies and countries analyzed, and average values ​​of the most relevant exposures. This would make the text more solid and objective. It would also be good to mention that the methodological quality assessment was done using the JBI tool, showing rigor in the analysis. The conclusion could be more direct, highlighting the importance of the study for public policies and worker safety, instead of repeating that the risks are "critical".
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and well-structured, but it lacks some essential elements to ensure transparency and methodological completeness. In addition to the absence of supplementary tables with the characteristics and quality of the included studies, the PRISMA flowchart and a link to the review protocol were not presented. There is also no mention of prior registration on platforms such as OSF, PROSPERO, or similar, which compromises the traceability of the process and full adherence to good practices for systematic reviews. The inclusion of these items—especially the registration and public link to the protocol—would strengthen the scientific credibility of the work and allow for greater reproducibility and transparency of the methods used.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current references are adequate and well-selected, but the addition of 3–4 recent methodological and institutional sources would increase the theoretical robustness and international contextualization of the manuscript. For example, references from the PRISMA protocol.
	

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

	The quality of the language and English in the article is adequate for academic communications. The text presents appropriate technical vocabulary, correct grammatical structure, and fluency compatible with international scientific publications. The writing is clear and objective, without significant errors in grammar or syntax. There are points that could be slightly improved to raise the level of academic style: some passages are long and repetitive, especially in the introduction and rationale, which may compromise conciseness. In addition, in certain parts there is excessive use of adjectives (“critical”, “significant”, “severe”) that could be replaced by more precise or evidence-based expressions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There are no apparent ethical issues in the manuscript.
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