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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.

	This manuscript addresses Human–Computer Interaction (HCI) as a foundational determinant of quality, safety, and efficiency in modern healthcare delivery. As healthcare systems increasingly rely on digital platforms such as EHRs, telemedicine, and clinical decision support systems, understanding how users interact with these technologies is critical. The study contributes valuable empirical and conceptual insights into usability challenges, workflow integration, and patient engagement, particularly within large teaching hospitals in Nigeria. Its findings are relevant to health informatics researchers, system designers, clinicians, and policymakers seeking to improve technology-enabled care delivery in both developed and resource-constrained settings.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes.
The title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the manuscript. It effectively conveys the central theme of technology integration and its impact on patient care.

No alternative title is required.

	

	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 clear, informative, and generally comprehensive, covering background, scope, findings, and conclusions. However, the following minor suggestions are offered:
· Explicitly indicate the study design (mixed-methods with surveys, interviews, and observation).
· Include key quantitative findings (e.g., SUS score below 68, usability percentages) to strengthen the results summary.
· Slight language refinement would improve conciseness and academic tone.

These are minor editorial enhancements, not substantive deficiencies.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, with minor methodological clarifications needed.
The manuscript is scientifically sound and grounded in established HCI theories (TAM, cognitive load theory, user-centered design). The mixed-methods approach is appropriate and well aligned with the research objectives.

Points requiring clarification:
· The sampling strategy for healthcare professionals and patients should be more explicitly justified (e.g., representativeness, response rates).
· Some results sections merge results and interpretation, which would benefit from clearer separation to strengthen analytical rigor.
· Statistical analysis is largely descriptive; this is acceptable, but limitations should be explicitly acknowledged.

Overall, these issues do not compromise validity but require clarification.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes.
The references are extensive, relevant, and include many seminal and contemporary works (2015–2024) in HCI, usability, patient safety, and digital health. Key foundational and applied studies are appropriately cited.

One suggestion:
· Consider adding WHO digital health usability or patient-centered digital health guidance to strengthen global policy relevance.

	

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

	Partially suitable – Minor to Moderate Language Editing Required.
While the manuscript is understandable and scholarly, it contains:
· Grammatical inconsistencies
· Long, complex sentences
· Occasional repetition and tense errors

Professional language editing is recommended to improve clarity and readability, particularly in the Results and Discussion sections.

	

	Optional/General comments

	· Tables are informative but would benefit from improved formatting and clearer labeling.
· The Results section is rich but lengthy; some condensation would enhance focus.
· A brief limitations subsection is recommended.
· Ethical approval or exemption should be explicitly stated, even for survey-based research.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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