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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 study is important and timely because Clinical Research Nurses (CRNs) represent a rapidly expanding workforce in academic medical centers worldwide. CRNs are increasingly central to the safety of the study participants, data integrity and ethical oversight in care settings. However, this information in literature is scanty and not emphasised. This study makes an important contribution because it Centers on CRNs’ lived experiences, role conflict and moral tension, competency development pathways and workforce sustainability which are the cornerstone of Research governance and Nursing profesionalisation. This study is highly practical and relevant, it is  moderate on theoretical advancement and has strong workforce policy implications.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	1. The title is Clear and professional, covers both sides of the study focus, the study approach and setting making it suitable though it could be sharpened a little bit to include ethical tension or identity negotiation which are central findings of the study.
2.  Suggetion

Navigating Dual Roles at the Interface of Care and Science: A Phenomenological Study of Clinical Research Nurses
	

	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 strong because it clearly states the purpose, identifies design, mentions the sample size, presents major themes and notes implications. The abstract also accurately reflects the presented results without major discrepancies. However, the following can be included:
1. Context sentence on global expansion of trials

2. country/setting

3. philosophical stance

4. Specify Implications as they are slightly generic

5. Trustworthiness strategies

This will enhance the methodological clarity to publication standard.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientific correctness poses the most critical need for strengthening in this manuscript, after which it will be publishable. Here are the concerns:

1. The themes logically align with the presented quotations.

However, there is some over generalisation beyond the data set, e.g. regulatory restructuring suggestions, claims about sponsor reform System and wide structural changes. These are beyond phenomenological datasets. Draw boundaries between insights from the data and just some broader policy statements.

2. The methodology needs critical strengthening.
A) Need to align the study design

Thematic analysis using Braun and Clarke, is not inherently phenomenological unless specifically adapted. The Husserl vs Heidegger clarification as well as other phenomenological scholars are missing, there is no researcher positionality, reflexivity statement and the essence statement. As it is, it displays a generic qualitative descriptive study, not phenomenology.
B) Sampling

The sample size of 12 is adequate for the phenomenological study. But in the sampling procedure and process the following are missing: justification for saturation, demographics, country of study or context and the recruitment method.

C) For trustworthiness
Qualitative credibility needs explicit articulation. Therefore, include detailed: Member checking, audit trail, reflexive journaling and confirmability procedures.

D) Data Analysis
Thematic development is coherent and logical.
However, there is need to add the coding tree, the description of how subthemes emerged, and explanation of theme refinement. It needs adequate reporting for rigor purpose though somehow the rigor is showing just need detailed reporting

E) It would add more significance to anchor interpretation in theory rather than the descriptive restatement as the study aligns well with: Role conflict theory, Moral distress theory,Professional identity formation and Communities of practice which have not been used as a frame for findings.

F) There is need to reduce nursing education and teacher education citations. Also there is Limited CRN-specific global literature engagement which may reduce credibility of the study 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some references appear tangential to CRNs - much aligned to education and teaching with a few too old for the time period of the study. These need to be removed


	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communications
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article's relevance is high with moderate scientific rigor.

 The methodological clarity needs strengthening or clarification -  A Stronger phenomenological justification or reframing is required
The theoretical integration in the study is limited while data credibility and abstract quality is good. 

Major revision is therefore required if the article is to be published

It is a meaningful and important study.
Conceptually strong but methodologically under-specified and reported.
Needs rigorous revision, otherwise it can become an influential contribution to research and nursing scholarship if published after revision. 
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