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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 manuscript addresses burnout among healthcare practitioners in a low resource tertiary hospital setting, an area that remains underrepresented in the existing literature. By focusing on Livingstone Central Hospital in Zambia, the study provides valuable context specific evidence that contributes to the understanding of occupational burnout in sub-Saharan Africa. The integration of socio-demographic, work-related, and organizational factors enhances the relevance of the findings for health system strengthening and workforce policy development. The study has potential implications for improving healthcare worker well-being and patient care quality in similar settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and clearly reflects the study population, setting, and key variables examined.
	

	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 comprehensive and includes the background, objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. However, clarity can be improved by simplifying some sentences and ensuring consistency in terminology. The abstract would benefit from briefly stating the study design earlier and avoiding excessive numerical detail that may overwhelm readers. Minor language refinement is recommended to enhance readability and precision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of study design, use of validated instruments, and statistical analyses. The cross-sectional design is appropriate for estimating prevalence and examining associations. However, interpretations occasionally imply causality, which should be avoided given the study design. Clarifying the exploratory nature of regression analyses and acknowledging limitations related to sample size would further strengthen scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient, relevant, and recent, with several citations from the last five years. The manuscript appropriately cites both global and regional studies on burnout. Minor improvements could be made by ensuring consistent reference formatting according to journal guidelines and by citing original sources for cutoff values used in the Maslach Burnout Inventory.
	

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


	The manuscript generally maintains a formal academic tone. However, there are several instances of lengthy sentences, repetition, and unclear phrasing that affect clarity and coherence. Professional language editing is recommended to improve readability, precision, and consistency in terminology throughout the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important occupational health issue and demonstrates strong contextual relevance. Structural inconsistencies, including section numbering and blending of results and discussion, should be corrected. Strengthening critical synthesis in the literature review and refining the problem statement would substantially improve the manuscript’s overall quality. Remove metaphorical or conversational phrasing. No hypotheses are stated, despite use of inferential statistics. Numbering is inconsistent (for example, section 2.3 appears without 2.2). Section numbering is inconsistent (for example, 5.4 appears within Chapter 4). Some subsections are descriptive summaries rather than critical syntheses. Transitions between sections are weak. Limited comparison of findings, methodological differences, or contextual relevance. Sample size of 69 is small for multiple regression analyses with several predictors. Justify regression use with reference to exploratory modeling. Some interpretations are overstated given the cross-sectional design. Causal language is occasionally implied. Use cautious language such as “associated with” or “may contribute to”. Inconsistent terminology (healthcare practitioners, providers, workers). Inconsistent tense usage. Inconsistent tense usage. Add citations for all definitional and statistical claims. Strictly format references according to the target journal’s author guidelines. Ensure consistency in use of ampersands, italics, and capitalization.
The manuscript is relevant and scientifically sound but requires substantial revision related to language clarity, structural consistency, critical synthesis, and cautious interpretation of findings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No major ethical issues were identified. The study reports ethical approval, informed consent, confidentiality, and adherence to ethical research standards, which are appropriately described.
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