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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 an important and underexplored issue concerning the attitudes of Health Information Managers (HIMs) towards patients within Nigerian tertiary healthcare institutions. The topic is highly relevant because HIMs play a central role in patient confidentiality, communication, and health information management, all of which directly influence healthcare quality and patient trust. The inclusion of three major teaching hospitals provides broader institutional representation and enhances the contextual relevance of the findings. Additionally, the integration of quantitative and qualitative data strengthens the practical implications of the study for healthcare policy, ICT implementation, and professional development initiatives in low-resource healthcare settings.
	



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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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.

	YES
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the focus, study population, and setting of the research. It effectively communicates the main topic and geographical context of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, with minor revisions needed
The abstract adequately summarizes the background, methods, results, and conclusions of the study. The statistical findings and qualitative themes are clearly presented. However, the authors should briefly mention the mixed-methods approach explicitly in the methods section of the abstract. Additionally, the statement that all respondents reported positive attitudes may require cautious interpretation due to the possibility of social desirability bias.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	PARTIALLY
The manuscript demonstrates a generally sound research structure and employs appropriate statistical and qualitative analytical methods. The integration of theoretical frameworks such as TPB, SCT, and TAM is commendable. Nevertheless, several methodological concerns should be addressed. The claim of a 100% positive attitude across all respondents is highly unusual and raises concerns regarding response bias, instrument sensitivity, or social desirability effects. Furthermore, some inferential analyses appear statistically weak due to the extremely small aggregated sample size (n=3 hospitals) used for certain hypothesis tests. The authors themselves acknowledge this limitation, but stronger justification and interpretation are needed. Additional clarification regarding questionnaire scoring, validation procedures, and thematic coding processes would improve scientific rigor.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	PARTIALLY
The manuscript includes a number of recent references and relevant theoretical sources. However, several references appear to originate from low-impact or potentially non-indexed journals, and some citations may require verification for authenticity and indexing status. The authors are encouraged to strengthen the reference list by incorporating more peer-reviewed international studies from reputable databases such as Scopus or Web of Science. Reference formatting should also be standardized according to the journal guidelines.
	

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

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

	NO
The manuscript adequately reports ethical approval, informed consent procedures, confidentiality measures, and data management protocols. Ethical considerations appear appropriately addressed.
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