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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 tackles a critical issue in contemporary healthcare: the human element in the adoption of Electronic Citizen Records (ECRs). While the technological advancements of EHRs are often lauded, the lived experiences and perceptions of healthcare professionals – the very individuals who must utilize these systems daily – are frequently overlooked. This study, focusing on Primary Health Care professionals in Brazil, provides a much-needed ground-level perspective. By illuminating the specific obstacles and enabling factors from the users' viewpoint, the research offers actionable insights for improving EHR implementation strategies, not just in Brazil, but in similar healthcare contexts globally. Ultimately, understanding and addressing these human factors is paramount to realizing the full potential of digital health technologies to enhance patient care and system efficiency.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is functional, but it lacks a certain punch and could be more precisely targeted to the academic audience. "The use of citizens' electronic records" is a slightly clunky and less professional phrasing than the more established "Electronic Health Records (EHRs)." Using the latter would immediately resonate more strongly with researchers in health informatics and related fields. Furthermore, while "perception" is accurate, consider emphasizing the user perspective more directly in the title for greater impact. 

Suggested Alternative Titles (Prioritized by Impact):

Healthcare Professionals' User Perceptions of Electronic Health Records (EHRs) in Brazilian Primary Health Care (Strongest, emphasizes user perspective and uses standard terminology)


	

	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 reasonably comprehensive in summarizing the study's key elements. However, it could be significantly sharpened to be more impactful and entice the reader to delve into the full manuscript. The phrase "with a quantitative approach" in the Methods section is indeed redundant, as "survey study" inherently implies a quantitative design. Conciseness is key in abstracts, so removing such phrases is beneficial.

To enhance the "Results" section of the abstract, instead of simply stating "statistically significant difference," quantify the most important findings. For example, you could mention the percentage of professionals who found the ECR easy to use or the strength of the correlation between perceived ease of use and improved work performance (if space allows, or hint at the direction).

Finally, the "Conclusion" should move beyond a general statement of acceptance. To truly elevate the abstract, articulate the key takeaway message for the field. What is the most important implication of this study for healthcare practice or policy? For instance, you could conclude by emphasizing the critical need for user-centered training and ongoing support programs to maximize EHR effectiveness, based on the identified perceptions. These refinements will significantly boost the abstract's clarity, impact, and overall effectiveness in attracting readers.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Methodologically, the study appears to be sound. The use of a quantitative survey approach, coupled with Pearson's chi-square test, is a reasonable and established method for investigating perceptions and associations in this type of research. The inclusion of both descriptive and inferential statistics strengthens the analysis and provides a more robust interpretation of the data. The stated research aims are clear and aligned with the chosen methodology.

To further enhance the scientific rigor and transparency, I would recommend the following additions to the "Methods" section:

Elaborate on the Questionnaire Adaptation: While you mention adapting a questionnaire based on Barbosa (reference 12), provide a brief description of the original instrument and specifically how it was adapted for this study's context and objectives. This adds credibility to the instrument's validity.

Detail the Likert Scale: Specify the exact wording of the Likert scale anchors used (e.g., "Strongly Disagree," "Disagree," "Neutral," "Agree," "Strongly Agree"). This is crucial for understanding the nuances of the responses.

Justify Chi-Square Test Choice: While chi-square is common, briefly justify its appropriateness for analyzing categorical data and examining associations between variables in this study.

Acknowledge Limitations (Statistical and Design): No study is perfect. A brief acknowledgement of potential limitations, such as the cross-sectional nature of the survey (limiting causal inferences) or potential for response bias, would demonstrate critical self-awareness and further strengthen the scientific credibility.

These additions will provide readers with a more complete picture of the methodological approach and enhance confidence in the study's findings.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The breadth of references is commendable, encompassing diverse sources like dissertations, journal articles, and official documents. However, the temporal distribution of references is a concern. The heavy concentration of citations from 2014-2016, while providing valuable background, risks overlooking more recent advancements and contemporary debates in the rapidly evolving field of digital health.

To ensure the manuscript is current and reflects the state-of-the-art, a significant update to the reference list is warranted. I strongly suggest prioritizing the inclusion of publications from 2020 onwards, focusing on:

Contemporary EHR Implementation Research: Seek out recent studies examining EHR implementation challenges, successes, and best practices, particularly in contexts similar to Brazil (e.g., resource-constrained settings, primary care).

User-Centered Design and EHR Usability: Include recent literature on user-centered design principles applied to EHRs and studies specifically investigating EHR usability and user satisfaction among healthcare professionals.

Policy and Ethical Considerations in Digital Health: Incorporate recent policy documents, guidelines, and scholarly articles addressing the ethical, legal, and social implications of digital health technologies, including data privacy and security concerns related to EHRs.

Impact of EHRs on Healthcare Outcomes: Include recent studies that empirically assess the impact of EHR adoption on patient outcomes, healthcare quality, efficiency, and cost-effectiveness.

Actively searching databases like PubMed, Scopus, and Web of Science using keywords related to "EHR implementation," "digital health," "primary care," "user perception," and "Brazil" (or similar regions) will be crucial to identify relevant and up-to-date sources. Updating the references will not only strengthen the manuscript's academic rigor but also demonstrate a thorough engagement with the most current scholarship in the field.


	

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


	The language and English quality are generally satisfactory for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clearly written and understandable. While minor stylistic refinements are always possible during the editorial process, the current language quality does not present a barrier to comprehension or detract from the manuscript's message.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-executed study with significant potential to contribute to the field. The focus on healthcare professionals' perceptions of ECRs in Brazil is timely and relevant. Addressing the suggested revisions, particularly concerning title refinement, abstract enhancement, methodological detail, and a substantial update to the references, will elevate the manuscript to a higher level of scholarly rigor and impact. I believe that with these revisions, the manuscript will be a valuable contribution to "Advances in Research." I recommend minor revisions and look forward to seeing the revised manuscript.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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