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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	The manuscript addresses Human-Computer Interaction (HCI) within the theme of health technologies through research that combines literature review with empirical research in university hospitals in Nigeria. Through data collection using questionnaires and interviews, the study provides evidence of how digital technological infrastructure can facilitate or hinder healthcare activities. In a scenario of increasing advancement and incorporation of emerging technologies, it is essential to assess their impact on health systems. The study's findings regarding usability, workload, and documentation practices have the potential to guide practical interventions. Research in the context of university hospitals in a country with infrastructure challenges such as Nigeria has the potential to guide actions and implementations in countries with similar contexts. In this sense, discussing possible differences between the Nigerian context and other contexts may be positive for the applicability and generalization of the results. It is also suggested to clarify the contributions of the study in greater depth, indicating specific gaps in the literature that the work aims to fill. Other important aspects were identified, mainly in the methodological report, statistical presentation, and ethical aspects, issues that need to be corrected to ensure the manuscript's compliance with the journal's editorial standards (issues pointed out below).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate for the content. If the authors wish to make the title more specific, they could include the geographical context (University Hospitals in Nigeria).
	

	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 could be more detailed, providing readers with greater clarity regarding the procedures adopted to conduct the research. We suggest indicating the methodological design more clearly and including the number of participants, since the sample (n=600 professionals; n=200 patients) is significantly relevant. It is important to include the main quantitative results (SUS scale, for example).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically accurate and relevant. However, some aspects, especially those of a methodological nature, need to be revised and further detailed to ensure the scientific robustness and reproducibility of the study. First, there is a lack of clarity regarding the type of review conducted. Although the authors mention the adoption of the PRISMA guidelines, it is not made clear whether a systematic review was actually performed or only a structured literature review. If the intention was to conduct a systematic review, the manuscript lacks essential methodological information, particularly regarding eligibility criteria, the selection process, the search strategies adopted, the databases consulted, and the exclusion procedures at each stage of the review. The bibliography presented is, in general, relevant and aligned with the topic investigated. However, the manuscript should explain the criteria used for literature selection in a more transparent manner. We recommend the inclusion of a summary table containing the key studies, with information on methodological design, context of application, main findings, and level of evidence, as well as a more in-depth discussion of possible gaps in the literature, especially with regard to regional scientific production and studies conducted in the African context. With regard to sampling and participant recruitment, the manuscript does not describe the sample selection method (e.g., random, convenience, or intentional), nor does it present the inclusion and exclusion criteria or the sample size calculation. Although the sample of 600 professionals and 200 patients is numerically significant and potentially relevant, it is essential to clarify how these participants were identified, invited, and included in the study. Considering that the research involves the participation of human beings, it is essential to explicitly present information regarding approval by the Research Ethics Committee, including the opinion number, as well as a description of the procedures adopted to obtain informed consent and ensure confidentiality and data protection. In addition, data collection instruments need to be described in more detail, including information on their development, adaptation, and validation (e.g., pilot study). We suggest including supplementary material containing the questionnaire used, the interview script, and the observation protocols used. It is also noted that relevant instruments, such as the System Usability Scale (SUS), are only mentioned in the results section, requiring their prior description in the methodology. Finally, it is recommended to specify the software used in quantitative and qualitative analyses, as well as the methods used for qualitative data analysis (e.g., type of thematic analysis, coding procedure, and reliability criteria), in order to provide greater methodological transparency to the study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography used adequately covers the classic theoretical frameworks; however, it significantly lacks the incorporation of more recent studies on the subject, especially those published in the last 5 years. It is recommended that the authors conduct an updated bibliographic search, covering the most recent period, with the aim of including current empirical evidence that reflects the state of the art in the field. It is noted that, throughout the text, the authors use expressions such as “recent research,” “emerging research,” or “recent literature,” however, the most current study cited dates from 2021. Considering the rapid evolution of Health Technologies and Human-Computer Interaction, particularly driven by the COVID-19 pandemic, it is expected that more recent works will be incorporated, since this period was marked by substantial advances, new methodological approaches, and greater adoption of digital solutions in health. The absence of these references compromises the relevance of the theoretical and empirical discussion presented. Furthermore, in several passages of the manuscript, generic statements are presented without proper bibliographic support. For example, on page 3, when stating that “more recent research emphasizes...”, no research is indicated to support this statement. Similarly, expressions such as “research has shown...” (page 3), “research indicates...” and “studies emphasize...” (page 4), as well as “studies on diagnoses...” (page 5) and “recent literature emphasizes...”, are used without presenting the respective references. It is recommended that all these statements be duly supported by specific and updated bibliographic sources. Finally, it would be important for the manuscript to go beyond the description of the existing literature, incorporating a critical discussion of possible gaps in knowledge. In this sense, special attention should be given to regional scientific production, particularly studies conducted in the African context, which are still underrepresented in international reviews. Such an in-depth analysis would significantly contribute to strengthening the contextualization of the study, justifying its scientific relevance, and more clearly highlighting the original contribution of the work.
	

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


	The manuscript has a consistent structure and the writing is generally adequate. However, greater attention should be paid to the standardization of technical terms and acronyms throughout the text, ensuring terminological consistency and improved reading flow. There is also some inconsistency in the organization of topics and subtopics. The section entitled “Results and Discussion” is subdivided into “Results” and “Discussion,” which creates redundancy and may cause confusion for the reader. In addition, in the subsequent topic, entitled “Results and Future Perspectives,” elements that had already been addressed previously are presented again, reinforcing the overlap of content. It is recommended that these sections be reorganized in order to concentrate the study's findings in a clear and objective “Results” section, followed by a “Discussion” section that articulates the findings with the literature. Alternatively, the currently scattered content could be reorganized into a final section on “Conclusions,” which would summarize the main conclusions of the study, its methodological limitations, and suggestions for future research. This reorganization would contribute to greater structural coherence, clarity of argument, and alignment with good scientific writing practices.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The introduction is, in general, well written and provides adequate contextualization of the topic. However, there are several statements that are not adequately supported by theoretical foundations or bibliographic references. It is necessary to include relevant citations throughout the text in order to substantiate the statements presented and strengthen the scientific consistency of the introduction. In addition, the objective of the study should be stated clearly and explicitly in the introduction section. Currently, the objective is presented only in the abstract, which is not sufficient from the point of view of the academic structure of the manuscript. It is recommended that the authors formulate and present the general objective at the end of the introduction, aligning them coherently with the research problem and the methods adopted in the study.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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