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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript 

and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
 
Yes 
 
 
 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
 
No 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

No 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

Comments to the Author 
The authors examine that Factors promoting Non-accessibility to Primary Health 
Care may I find this article to be generally well provide interesting information that 
will add to medical knowledge about primary health care in Kongo. There are 
major formatting and grammatical components that need adjustment and I have 
provided the following for consideration by the investigative team: 
Abstract: 
1)      The first sentence seems to not senseful as opening abstract 
2 Method section is not comprehensive  
3)      The final sentence of the results needs a closing parenthesis says serious 
problem but the result doesn’t show that 
Background 
1)  Most of paragraphs has no citation’s ,  fragmented sentences are seen 
punctuations are not used properly 
Material and methods: 
1)      Study area is not where descried specially health programs and health 
institutions in DG of Congo not mentioned 
2)   What Authors want to say this sentences it is not clear for authors   ””The 
Yelenge health area is one of the health areas that make up the Yakusu health 
zone. 
3)      Can the authors consider providing a definition to “health zone”? 
4    Data analysis were not mention how authors measured association between 
predictors and outcome variables 
5)      The sampling procedure and sample size calculations seems very shallow  
 
Results 
1)       There are several pronouns and jangle sentences 
2) Tables doesn’t fulfill any research format 
3)      Authors should review the language  
4)     There is no any statical procedures that can show association between 
predictors and outcome variables 
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5)      Tables and Figures:      There is a lot of information provided by the 
investigative team.  I might consider limiting the tables and figures to only the 
most important of the group that provide  
 
Conclusion 

1) Not written based on major finding 

 
 

PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. 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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