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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 addresses an underexplored yet critical aspect of patient safety — human-factor–related errors in clinical laboratory quality control (QC). By focusing on tertiary care hospitals in Chennai, it contextualises the problem in a resource-constrained setting, adding valuable regional insight to the global literature on laboratory error management. The emphasis on the intersection of human behaviour, training, and system design provides a useful complement to the predominantly technical discussions in existing QC literature. The topic has direct relevance to laboratory accreditation, quality assurance, and patient safety frameworks.

However, the manuscript would benefit from a clearer articulation of its contribution — for example, how its findings differ from existing CAP or Westgard surveys, and whether it offers new empirical data or primarily a synthesis of established evidence.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Appropriate and descriptive.
	

	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 clear and well structured, covering background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions.
Suggested improvements:

1. The results currently mix hypothetical (“illustrative/planned”) and real data. Clarify whether these are actual findings or proposed results — the phrase “illustrative/planned” should be removed before submission.

2. Include the study design (cross-sectional observational) and data sources (error logs, interviews, FGDs) more succinctly.

3. Quantitative findings (error rates, p-values) should be presented only if derived from real data; otherwise, they should be omitted to avoid misleading readers.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates broad familiarity with laboratory QC literature and human factors, referencing ISO 15189, CLSI, and Westgard principles. The conceptual discussion is strong, but methodological rigour requires clarification:

The Methods section lacks details on sampling, data collection tools, validation, ethical clearance, and data analysis methods (quantitative and qualitative).

The Results section appears partly hypothetical and partly literature-derived.

The Discussion is rich but occasionally repetitive, citing the same authors (e.g., Howanitz, Westgard, Badrick) multiple times without synthesising differences.

The article sometimes reads as a review rather than a primary research paper; the authors should clarify the study type and its empirical basis.

Recommendations:

Distinguish clearly between original data and literature-based synthesis.

Provide methodological transparency on how “human factor categories” were operationalised and coded.

Include a limitations paragraph acknowledging scope, representativeness, and the illustrative nature of findings.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Generally adequate and recent, with 2023–2025 citations.
Some minor issues for consideration:
Some citations (e.g., Steindel 1999, Sasikumar & Sujatha 2024) are incomplete; full reference details should be verified.

Avoid citing Wikipedia and corporate websites (Beckman, Siemens, SoftComputer) unless justified as technical sources; replace with peer-reviewed or manufacturer documentation.

Group similar sources (Westgard 2017/2021/2025) and select the most relevant.


	

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


	The English is fluent and professional overall, but readability could be improved by:

· Reducing long compound sentences.

· Eliminating redundancy (e.g., repeated explanations of “slips, lapses, and latent failures”).

· Maintaining consistent tenses — present for background, past for study methods and findings.

· Avoiding overly technical density; brief explanatory phrases will help multidisciplinary readers.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Figures and tables should be numbered sequentially and referenced in the text.

2. The structure is strong (background → problem → human factors → mitigation), but the transition from evidence to proposed solutions could be smoother.

3. A concise “Recommendations” section summarising actionable strategies (training, automation, risk-based QC) would enhance readability and utility for practitioners.
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