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	Reviewer’s comment

	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.
	Compassion fatigue among healthcare professionals in a tertiary hospital environment in Zambia is a significant and understudied problem that the manuscript tackles. The study has a sufficient sample size that encompasses important professional groups, is pertinent, ethically carried out, and employs a validated measuring technique (ProQOL). However, please correct the methods.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title of the article is relevant and accurately reflects the content and focus of the study; therefore, it should be kept as it is
	

	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.
	Too many words: 387 words. Your abstract reads more like an introduction and a results section combined. Most publications require 150-250 words written in a formal, clear academic language.
Including so many percentages in the abstract makes it complex and difficult to understand. Abstracts should only present key findings, not exhaustive numbers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Although the work is somewhat scientifically correct, it has significant methodological and conceptual flaws that must be corrected before it can be regarded scientifically robust or journal-ready. For example: The study is constantly labeled as qualitative, but: using structured questionnaires, It reports percentages and numerical scores. Apply ProQOL scoring thresholds. This is scientifically incorrect.
This is a quantitative, descriptive cross-sectional study rather than a qualitative one. Please change "qualitative approach" to: "A quantitative, descriptive cross-sectional study"
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have
suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some references are web-based sources (e.g., blogs, general websites). Please use scintific journals publications
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language requires some improvement. Before submitting, have a competent language editor review it. Standardize terms (such as healthcare providers and compassion fatigue). Ensure that all figures and tables are appropriately titled and referenced. Avoid using colloquial words like "bread and butter of the profession."
	

	Optional/General comments
	Compassion fatigue among healthcare professionals in a tertiary hospital environment in Zambia is a significant and understudied problem that the manuscript tackles. It also adds crucial context-specific data to the body of current literature. The study has a sufficient sample size that encompasses important professional groups, is pertinent, ethically carried out, and employs a validated measuring technique (ProQOL). To meet the requirements for scientific publication, the work needs significant methodological and conceptual clarity.
Specifically, the study design description is inconsistent, characterizing the research as qualitative even though quantitative tools and analyses were used. The manuscript's scientific rigor and credibility would be greatly enhanced by resolving these problems, strengthening the methodological framing, and increasing reporting clarity and precision.
(To meet the requirements for scientific publication, the work needs significant methodological and conceptual clarity)
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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