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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	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.

	The manuscript is highly relevant to the scientific and healthcare community, because it addresses burnout among nursing staff, a growing global concern that directly affects healthcare quality, patient safety, and workforce retention. By synthesising evidence from multiple studies, this systematic review and meta-analysis provide stronger empirical support for the effectiveness of resilience-training interventions, particularly in reducing emotional exhaustion and overall burnout. The findings contribute to the development of evidence-based mental health and workplace wellness strategies for nurses, especially 8in high-stress clinical environment. Furthmore. the study highlights areas where resilience interventions may be less effective, guiding future research toward improving interventions that target depersonalization and personal accomplishment. 
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating5=Excellent
The titles generally comprehensive, covering the methodology, findings and recommendations.
	

	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
	Rating5=Excellent
The abstract is well-structured and comprehensive, providing concise information on study design, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating5=Excellent
The selected keywords are relevant, specific, and aligned with the main concepts of the manuscript. They effectively enhance the discoverability of the article in academic database and accurately represent the study 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
	Rating5=Excellent
The background information adequately explains the significance of burnout among nursing staff and the rationale the resilience-training interventions.  
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating5=Excellent
The objectives are clearly defined and directly linked to the study aims. The manuscript explicitly states that it seeks to evaluate the effectiveness of resilience-training interventions in reducing burnout and its dimensions among nursing staff.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating5=Excellent
The literature review is highly relevant to the topic and effectively addresses burnout, resilience, and psychological interventions among nursing staff. It provides appropriate context for understanding the importance of resilience-training interventions in healthcare sett8ings.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating5=Excellent
The literature review appears to include contemporary and relevant studies related to burnout and resilience in nursing. 
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating5=Excellent
The literature search methodology is clearly described, including the databases searched, eligibility criteria, study selection process, and risk-of-bias assessment tools. The use of systematic review and meta-analytic procedures enhances the transparency and reproducibility of the study.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating5=Excellent
The manuscript demonstrates a meaningful synthesis and comparison of previous findings regarding resilience interventions and burnout among nurses.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	        Rating5=Excellent
The study identifies important gaps, particularly regarding the inconsistent effects of resilience training on depersonalization and personal accomplishment. Future direction are implicit through the discussion of heterogeneity and intervention variability, although these recommendations are elaborated more clearly.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		Rating5=Excellent
The conclusions are logically derived from the presented findings an are consistent with  the statistical results of the meta-analysis.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	         Rating5=Excellent
The manuscript acknowledges several important limitations, including heterogeneity among studies, variation in intervention forms, and relatively small sample sizes.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	          Rating5=Excellent
The references appear to be drawn from credible, peer-reviewed, and relevant scientific sources. The cited literature supports the study objectives and reflects established research in nursing, burnout, resilience, and mental health interventions.
	

	14. 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
	             Rating5=Excellent
The manuscript is written in clear, professional, and scientifically appropriate language. The content is well organised and easy to follow, with terminology that is understandable for both researchers and healthcare professionals.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	         Yes.
The manuscript demonstrates appropriate scientific methodology, including a systematic review process, ris-of-bias assessment, and meta-analytic statistical procedures. The conclusions are supported by the reported findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	         Yes.
The references appear relevant, scientifically credible, and adequately support the background, methodology, and discussion of the study.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	            No.
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