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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 provides a consolidated overview of public healthcare information systems in Sri Lanka, filling a gap in the literature where existing studies tend to focus on individual systems in isolation. By synthesizing evidence across hospital, district, and national-level HIS platforms, the paper offers a useful reference point for researchers and policymakers working on digital health in similar developing-country contexts. The identification of persistent challenges—particularly around interoperability, data governance, and infrastructure disparities—highlights common barriers that are likely relevant beyond Sri Lanka. Additionally, the review may serve as a foundation for future empirical studies seeking to address the research gaps identified by the authors.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. It effectively covers all the essential components expected in a review article: the background context establishing the importance of HIS in healthcare delivery, clear statement of methodology (narrative review of literature from 2010-2025), identification of the specific systems examined (HHIMS, DHIS2, eIMMR), summary of key findings regarding both benefits and challenges, and articulation of future research directions.

The abstract successfully conveys the dual nature of the findings—acknowledging improvements in administrative efficiency and data quality while honestly noting persistent challenges related to fragmentation, interoperability, and governance. This balanced presentation gives readers an accurate preview of the paper's content. The inclusion of the "applied computing perspective" also helps position the paper's unique contribution within the broader literature.



Minor suggestions for enhancement:

1. Consider adding the number of studies reviewed: Including a brief mention of how many sources were synthesized (e.g., "X peer-reviewed articles and reports were reviewed...") would strengthen the abstract by giving readers a clearer sense of the evidence base.

2. Slight tightening of the final paragraph: The concluding sentences could be consolidated slightly to reduce minor repetition, though this is not a significant issue.

Overall, the abstract provides a clear and informative summary that appropriately prepares readers for the full manuscript.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound within the scope of a narrative review. The authors accurately describe the three main HIS platforms (HHIMS, DHIS2, eIMMR) operating in Sri Lanka's public healthcare sector, and their characterization of benefits and challenges aligns with the broader literature on health information systems in developing countries. The theoretical framing draws appropriately on established works in health informatics (Heeks, 2006; Agarwal et al., 2010) and recognized international frameworks (WHO, World Bank). The distinction between operational, informational, and public health benefits is logically organized, and the identified challenges—interoperability gaps, infrastructure limitations, human factors, and governance issues—are consistent with widely documented barriers to HIS implementation in low- and middle-income settings. The authors also appropriately acknowledge the methodological limitations of their narrative review approach, which reflects good scientific practice.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	YES
	

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


	Yes, the English quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, grammatically correct, and uses appropriate academic vocabulary throughout. Technical terms are used accurately, and the overall flow of argumentation is easy to follow. There are only minor areas where phrasing could be slightly more concise, but these do not impede comprehension. The manuscript meets the language standards expected for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript makes a useful contribution by consolidating scattered literature on Sri Lanka's public healthcare information systems into a single, accessible review. The balanced treatment of both benefits and challenges is commendable, and the paper provides a helpful entry point for researchers unfamiliar with this context
A few general observations:

1. The paper would benefit from a visual diagram illustrating how the three main systems (HHIMS, DHIS2, eIMMR) relate to each other within the national health information architecture.

2. Including specific examples or brief case studies from individual hospitals or districts would make the discussion more concrete and engaging.

3. The methodology section could be streamlined slightly, as some details (e.g., Boolean operators used) are more typical of systematic reviews than narrative reviews.

Overall, this is a solid descriptive review that fulfills its stated objectives and offers practical value for researchers, system designers, and policymakers interested in digital health development in similar resource-constrained contexts.
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