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	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 systematic review provides a focused and methodologically structured synthesis of current literature on human and financial resource management in educational settings. By employing the PRISMA framework and thematically analyzing studies from multiple countries, the authors offer a clear and organized overview of challenges, strategies, and impacts relevant to educational leaders and policymakers. The findings are timely and can inform evidence-based practice in resource-constrained environments, making it a useful reference for both researchers and practitioners in the field of educational administration.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title accurately and concisely reflects the manuscript’s content and methodological approach. It clearly indicates the focus (resource management), context (education), and review type (systematic).
	

	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 succinctly covers the study’s objectives, methodology, main findings, and implications. However, to improve transparency, I recommend briefly noting the exclusive use of Google Scholar and the narrow publication window (2022–2023) as potential delimitations.

Suggested addition:

This review draws from 20 studies across nine countries, identified via Google Scholar, and highlights recurrent themes in resource management challenges, strategies, and impacts within educational institutions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript follows a systematic review methodology appropriately, with clearly stated research questions and inclusion/exclusion criteria. However, several scientific and methodological concerns should be addressed:

· Database selection: Relying solely on Google Scholar may limit the review’s comprehensiveness and introduce selection bias. Reputable educational databases such as ERIC, Scopus, or Web of Science should be included to ensure coverage of high-quality, peer-reviewed literature.

· Time frame justification: Restricting the review to 2022–2023, while ensuring recency, risks omitting influential earlier works that underpin current theories and practices. A broader timeframe or a justification for this limitation should be provided.

· Missing PRISMA diagram: Figure 1 is referenced but not included in the submitted document. This is essential for evaluating the screening and selection process.

· Thematic analysis rigor: While themes are clearly presented, the process of coding, theme development, and ensuring reliability (e.g., through intercoder agreement or peer debriefing) is not sufficiently detailed.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are largely recent and relevant. However, several older sources in the introduction (e.g., Watts, 2014; Usman, 2016) lack clear contextual justification alongside more contemporary citations. Additionally, the review would benefit from including key theoretical and empirical works from a wider geographical and institutional spectrum.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, but it requires thorough language editing to meet scholarly standards. There are recurring grammatical issues, awkward phrasing, and redundancies that affect readability and professionalism.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The tables are clear and enhance the presentation of findings.

· The thematic results are descriptive but would be strengthened by a more critical and integrative discussion e.g., how strategies interact with contextual factors, or which approaches are most effective under specific conditions.

· The conclusion could more explicitly link findings to practical applications for school leaders.

· A stronger theoretical grounding in the introduction (e.g., resource-based view, distributed leadership) would elevate the conceptual framework of the review.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

None
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	None
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	None
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	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”


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript
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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)
	7.5
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