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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 an important occupational health issue by focusing on musculoskeletal risks among housekeeping personnel in the hospitality industry, a workforce that is often overlooked despite being highly vulnerable to work-related injuries. By introducing an ergonomic innovation the tucking tool the study contributes practical and applied knowledge aimed at reducing physical strain and improving workplace safety

The study is particularly valuable for the scientific and professional community as it bridges the gap between ergonomic theory and real-world application, offering a tangible solution to a common occupational hazard. Furthermore, it highlights the importance of worker-centered design and preventive strategies in improving productivity, well-being, and sustainability in labor-intensive industries. Overall, the manuscript contributes to the growing body of research on ergonomics, occupational health, and innovation in the service sector.


	





PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good

The title is clear and reflects the main focus of the study, particularly the development of an ergonomic innovation (tucking tool) aimed at improving health and safety among housekeeping personnel. It appropriately identifies the context (hospitality industry) and highlights the practical contribution of the research
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

The abstract includes the main components of the study—aim, design, methodology, results, and conclusion—providing a general overview of the research. It clearly describes the development of the tucking tool and its intended benefits for housekeeping personnel
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

The keywords are generally relevant to the study, capturing core concepts such as housekeeping, safety, health, and innovation. They provide a basic representation of the manuscript’s focus
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good

The background information is sufficient and provides a clear explanation of the occupational risks faced by housekeeping personnel, particularly musculoskeletal disorders related to repetitive tasks and poor ergonomics. The authors effectively justify the need for an ergonomic intervention such as the tucking tool and highlight the existing gap in practical solutions
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good

The research objectives are clearly stated in a dedicated section and outline the main aims of the study, including assessing musculoskeletal discomfort and designing the tucking tool
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

The literature review is relevant to the topic, particularly in highlighting musculoskeletal risks and ergonomic challenges faced by housekeeping personnel. It includes some foundational and supporting studies related to occupational health and ergonomics
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

The research methodology is generally appropriate for the study’s aim, particularly in identifying musculoskeletal discomfort and informing the design of the ergonomic tool. The use of questionnaires, observation, and the Nordic Body Map provides a reasonable approach to assessing physical strain among housekeeping personnel
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement

Ethical considerations are only minimally addressed in the manuscript. While informed consent is mentioned, it is not clearly described in relation to the study procedures, and there is no explicit statement of ethical approval from an institutional review board or ethics committee
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

The results are generally presented in an organized manner, with the use of tables and descriptive explanations to summarize demographic data and musculoskeletal discomfort among respondents
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

The tables and figures are generally relevant and necessary, as they present important information such as demographic characteristics and levels of musculoskeletal discomfort among respondents
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

The discussion makes some effort to relate the findings to existing literature, particularly when comparing musculoskeletal discomfort results with previous studies. Relevant references are cited to support key points
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

The conclusions are generally aligned with the study findings, particularly regarding the presence of musculoskeletal discomfort and the potential benefits of the tucking tool
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement

The manuscript does not clearly present a dedicated limitations section. While some limitations (e.g., sample size, purposive sampling, and limited statistical validation of the tool) can be inferred, they are not explicitly acknowledged or critically discussed
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

The references are generally relevant to the topic, particularly in relation to occupational health, ergonomics, and musculoskeletal disorders among housekeeping personnel
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement

The manuscript is generally understandable, but the clarity of language is affected by frequent grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and inconsistent terminology. Some sections are repetitive and lack coherence, which makes the flow of ideas difficult to follow
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant and practical issue in occupational health and proposes an innovative ergonomic solution. However, there are significant gaps in methodological rigor, clarity of language, statistical reporting, and validation of the proposed tool. Ethical considerations and discussion depth are also limited. Substantial revisions are required before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
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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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