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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.
	This manuscript addresses significant gaps in the implementation and integration of health information technology (HIT) systems at the National Hospital of Sri Lanka (NHSL). The findings are relevant not only for NHSL but also for other healthcare institutions in similar resource-constrained environments. The study highlights the importance of integrating and improving digital health platforms to enhance patient care and hospital management. Its results could provide useful insights for developing strategies to improve the adoption and effectiveness of digital health systems across the country.
	





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 (Good)
Feedback: The title is clear and accurately reflects the scope of the study.
	

	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 (Good)
Feedback: The abstract summarizes the study's objectives, methods, and key findings well. It could be more explicit about the proposed solutions.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
Feedback: The keywords are highly relevant and effectively capture the core themes of the paper.
	

	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
	4 (Good)
Feedback: The background provides sufficient context but could include more on the historical development of health information technology in Sri Lanka.
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
Feedback: The research objectives are clearly articulated and align well with the study design.
	

	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
	 4 (Good)
Feedback: The literature review is relevant, but it could be enhanced with more recent studies on HIT implementation in developing countries.
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
Feedback: The mixed-methods approach is appropriate and strengthens the study’s conclusions.
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
Feedback: Ethical issues are well addressed, with proper anonymization and voluntary participation.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
Feedback: The results are clear, but could benefit from a stronger connection to the proposed
	

	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 (Good)
Feedback: The tables and figures are useful but could be made more descriptive, especially in the root cause analysis section. Additional context in the figure captions would enhance the understanding of the data presented.
	

	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
	4 (Good)
Feedback: The discussion ties the findings to existing literature, but it could be more comprehensive by including additional recent studies on digital health systems and their challenges in similar settings.

	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
Feedback: The conclusions are well-supported by the data presented in the study. The authors effectively connect their findings with the recommendations made.
	

	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
	4 (Good)
Feedback: The limitations are discussed, but more detail on potential biases or constraints in data collection could provide a clearer understanding of the study's limitations.

	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
Feedback: The references are highly relevant and sufficient in number, supporting the study’s findings and background.
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
Feedback: The manuscript is well-written in clear and understandable language. The writing is accessible to both technical and non-technical readers.
	





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.
	Yes
The title is suitable as it clearly reflects the focus on the implementation and integration gaps in hospital information technology at the National Hospital of Sri Lanka.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The abstract provides a clear summary of the study's aim, methods, and key findings. However, it could benefit from including more details on the practical implications of the study's recommendations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The manuscript is scientifically correct, and the research methodologies used are appropriate. The findings are well-supported by the data collected, and the study’s conclusions are logically derived from the results.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The references are relevant and sufficient in number, supporting the study’s findings. However, including more recent studies on the challenges of HIT adoption in resource-constrained settings would provide a more up-to-date context.
	

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

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

	No
There are no ethical issues in the manuscript. The study does not involve patient-level data or identifiable personal information. The ethical considerations are well addressed, with proper anonymization and voluntary participation.
	





PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This study provides valuable insights into the challenges of implementing health information technology (HIT) in a large, resource-constrained hospital setting. The findings are relevant not only for Sri Lanka but also for similar healthcare systems in low- and middle-income countries. The authors have done a good job of identifying critical barriers to effective HIT integration. I recommend publication with minor revisions to clarify the connections between findings and the proposed solutions, as well as to expand on the literature review with more recent references on HIT adoption in developing countries.
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