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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 makes an important contribution to the scientific community by providing in-depth, context-specific insights into the lived experiences of nurse leaders who balance motherhood and professional leadership roles within the healthcare system. By employing a descriptive phenomenological design, the study adds rich qualitative evidence to the existing literature on work–life balance, role conflict, and emotional labor in nursing leadership—areas that are often underrepresented in low- and middle-income country contexts. The findings have significant implications for nursing management, workforce retention, and health policy, particularly in informing institution-level interventions such as flexible scheduling, childca.re support, and family-friendly workplace policies. Moreover, the study aligns with global health priorities, including Sustainable Development Goal 3, by highlighting strategies to strengthen and sustain the nursing workforce, thereby contributing to improved healthcare delivery and system resilience
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 generally comprehensive and clearly presents the study’s aim, design, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. However, it could be improved by reducing minor repetition, particularly in the description of participants and the results section, and by summarizing the main themes more concisely without listing subthemes. Additionally, the conclusion could be strengthened by briefly emphasizing the broader significance of the findings for nursing leadership, workforce retention, and health policy. Overall, only minor refinements are suggested to enhance clarity and impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate for a qualitative nursing research study. The research design, sampling strategy, data collection, and reflexive thematic analysis are well aligned with the stated aims and are supported by relevant methodological literature. The findings are clearly derived from participant narratives, appropriately interpreted, and discussed in relation to existing studies, global frameworks (SDGs), and national health agendas. While minor language polishing and tightening of some sections would enhance rigor and clarity, there are no major scientific flaws, and the study meets accepted standards for qualitative research in health and nursing sciences.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are largely sufficient and relevant, particularly for qualitative methodology, nursing leadership, and work–life balance, and they include several recent sources (2020–2024) that support the study’s design and discussion. However, the reference list could be strengthened by adding more recent (last 3–5 years) international studies on nurse leadership, maternal role strain, emotional labor, and workforce retention to enhance global comparability and theoretical depth.
	

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


	The language and English quality are generally understandable and appropriate for scholarly communication, but the manuscript would benefit from professional language editing to address grammatical inconsistencies, repetition, sentence length, and clarity. Improving academic tone, cohesion, and conciseness—especially in the Results and Discussion sections—would significantly enhance readability and align the paper with international journal standards.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No major ethical issues are evident in the manuscript. The study reports obtaining informed consent from participants, ensuring confidentiality, and allowing voluntary participation with the right to withdraw, which are appropriate ethical practices for qualitative research. While the manuscript states that ethical approval is “not applicable,” it would strengthen transparency if the authors briefly clarified whether formal ethics committee review was not required under institutional or national guidelines.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are identified. The authors have clearly declared that there are no conflicts of interest, and there is no indication of financial, personal, or institutional influences that could bias the study.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	There is no clear evidence of plagiarism. The manuscript appears to be original, with appropriate citations to existing literature. No specific text similarities or sources suggesting plagiarism were identified; therefore, no proofs or web links are provided.
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