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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 addresses a critical occupational health issue within the dental profession, providing empirical data on the high prevalence of musculoskeletal disorders (MSDs) in the Rabat-Salé-Kénitra region of Morocco. By identifying specific demographic and occupational risk factors—such as gender, clinical experience, and the lack of physical activity—it offers a foundation for targeted ergonomic interventions.
	

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

	Yes, the title is suitable. It is descriptive, professional, and accurately reflects the study’s design (cross-sectional analysis) and its primary focus (musculoskeletal disorders among dentists).
	

	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.

	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. It follows a logical structure (Aims, Objectives, Methods, Results, and Conclusions) and effectively summarizes the study’s core findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The use of the “Nordic Musculoskeletal Questionnaire” ensures that the data collection is based on a validated, internationally recognized screening tool.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The 30 references provided are generally sufficient and cover a broad geographic range, allowing for a thorough comparative discussion [cite: 110-153].
[cite_start]Recency: * The references include recent work from 2021, 2022, and 2023.
	 

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

	The English quality is suitable for scholarly communication. The prose is clear, technical terminology is used correctly, and the narrative flow is logical.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The inclusion of detailed tables (Tables 1-4) is excellent for transparency, particularly the differentiation between univariate and multivariate analysis.
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	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 detail)


	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	






	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:


	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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