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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript highlights the overlooked and underrecognized role of Clinical Research Nurses (CRNs) within the research and clinical landscape. The perspectives and lived experiences of several CRNs have been elevated through qualitative semi-structured interviews, bringing the voices of this seldomly heard role within research discussion. The author states potential actions and suggested improvements, informed by the central themes of the qualitative interviews, that would additionally benefit the scientific community. For example, the author states that empowering these CRNs to use informed clinical judgement raises the standard of research practice. Thus, this manuscript is both bringing a new voice and perspective into scientific literature while advocating for reform that will additionally bolster clinical research practices and efficacy.
	

	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 clear, deliberate, and representative of the entire manuscript. I do not have any suggested additions or deletions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the reporting in the abstract, the manuscript utilized thematic analysis and qualitative phenomenological research correctly and in alignment with best guidance. The author demonstrates that there was cross-comparison and peer debriefing to minimize bias and ensure credibility. However, the full list of semi-structured interview questions were not provided and from the three that were, there is potential concern for biasing in the phrasing of the questions. By asking “Can you describe a moment that challenged your dual role as a clinician and researcher?” there is the underlying assumption that the role has been challenged or was expected to. Although based on the nature of the role, we have no reason to believe this woudlnt be the case, the question is still biased to a confirmatory direction. The full list of interview questions should be included to ensure the reader to be able to critique the questions used and its impact on the resulting data and therefore themes analyzed. Additionally, the inclusion criteria of only one year experience as a CRN may potentially be insufficient experience to be representative of CRNs as a whole. Additionally, more information is needed on what “purposefully selected” participants indicates, as this may introduce potential bias and manipulation of results rather than random selection of participants. Overall these present concerns of the representativeness of the data and therefore jeapordize its scientific integrity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The introduction is lacking some evidence base for initial claims. The first paragraph in particular opens with two claims that are not supported by literature, and the authors argument would be strengthened by using evidence to demonstrate the: rapidly changing landscape of clinical research and CRNs emerging as pivotal roles in clinical research.
	

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


	Yes, however there is a typo on page 9 paragraph 3 with a “/” before the author Pleshkan’s name.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is a strong description of the experiences of CRNs in clinical research. The author does an excellent job of highlighting the key themes that emerged from the interviews and including existing evidence base to suggest future directions and applications of this intersectional role. Some minor concerns arise with the lack of transparency over the full interview questions as well as potential bias in the phrasing of the questions, as well as the low inclusion criteria of only one year experience. Additionally, further information is needed on the selection process of the participants as it is not clear what is meant by “purposefully selected” and presents concern over potential inclusion bias and therefore lack of representativeness of the data. Lastly, the methodology of the qualitative analysis seems strong and that based on the gathered data the emergent themes were cross examined by checked by multiple reviewers to ensure credibility.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Alexander Dillabaugh, University of Cambridge, United Kingdom

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

