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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback


	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.
	The manuscript offers meaningful information about the difficulties currently faced in digitizing health care systems where financial resources are limited. By systematically studying different aspects surrounding the implementation of multiple electronic platforms at Sri Lanka's biggest and busiest tertiary facility, it is evident that merely having the technology alone won't produce positive results if all other multi-dimensional obstacles (such workflow integration issues, governance problems, and user interaction issues) are not addressed as well. The structured frameworks used to identify gaps and underlying causes also provide a model for replication in the same/like manner at other institutions that operate fragmented health information systems and will help facilitate research & development (R&D) where there exists similar demographic characteristics. So, through this work, hospital administrators and policy makers in those regions wishing to implement effective long-term digital transformations will have access to evidenced-based information, which will assist them in making those types of long-term changes/implementations.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title of this study "Implementation and Integration Gaps in Hospital Information Technology Systems at the National Hospital of Sri Lanka - A Descriptive Study" clearly reflects the scope, setting and methodology of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is very clearly and succinctly written. It provides complete information on the purpose of the study, its design and methodology, the results, and conclusions drawn from the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript employed a qualitatively oriented mixed-methods approach to conducting a descriptive institutional study. The data collected through interviews of key informants, group discussions with staff, observation in the field, and review of documents are appropriate for triangulation purposes. Use of the Nominal Group Technique to prioritize problem areas, and of the Fishbone technique to conduct a root cause analysis of the identified issues, are appropriate scientific methodologies to conduct organisational assessments.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript has 10 reference citations. The references cited include several more recent references; however, approximately 75% of the references cited were published prior to 2017. Therefore, it is recommended that the authors increase the number of reference citations and include peer-reviewed literature published during the past five years, particularly studies related to implementation of digital health technologies in low- and middle-income countries, or similar tertiary hospitals.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Ethical Considerations: The author(s) indicated that "an ethical review was not necessary"; however, the methods described the data collection process as consisting of "semi-structured interviews" and "staff discussions." Participants included "consultants regarding health informatics, medical officers, radiology & laboratory staff, and front line workers providing care." Since the researchers interacted directly with and collected data from human subjects (the hospital staff), there were human subjects involved. Solely relying on administrative approval from the Deputy Director General does not meet the generally accepted standards of peer-reviewed publication. A formal review or official exemption letter must have been obtained from a recognized Ethics Review Committee or Institutional Review Board (IRB) that determined whether interviewing staff for this institution's assessment qualified as being exempt from an ethical review.
	





PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The National Hospital of Sri Lanka's health information technology platforms were evaluated through this descriptive study with a valid mixed-methods design. There are two major issues leading me to recommend this research undergo further review before publication (either a Major Revision or Reject and Resubmit). The first major issue is that the authors claim there were no human subjects involved in the research project; thus, there is no formal ethical approval for it. However, according to their methodology, they collected data from semi-structured interviews and other means with staff members. Therefore, collecting qualitative data from individuals working at or associated with the hospital constitutes human subject's research—and as such, obtaining approval from an institution's administrative office is not sufficient without obtaining formal exemption or approval from a recognized Ethics Review Committee (ERC) for the study. A second major issue with the manuscript is that the literature cited within it is severely lacking given that most papers today publish research based on technology and have ample citations. The manuscript includes only 9 references (with many being published nearly 10 years ago) making it necessary for authors to add numerous current references published within the past five years in order to properly provide current context for their study's results, methods, etc.
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