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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating)

For decades, Cote d’Ivoire has been facing socio-economic crises that prevent people from meeting their
health needs which are constantly growing. The issues of universal health care insurance have become a
concern for the authorities. This title is therefore topical and clearly describes this state of affairs.

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 5

(abrief explanation for 3-less point rating)

The abstract is very well structured and makes clear the objectives of the study, the
methodology as well as the findings.

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 2
article.

(abrief explanation for 3-less point rating)
This text reveals some grammatical weaknesses, which weaknesses prevent the text from




enjoying its real value.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3

(abrief explanation for 3-less point rating)

The methodology is clearly defined. However, it shows us the case of the rural insured. The results
unveil their presence among the respondents. Do these percentages come from the interviews or
rather from the data of the documentation?

5. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 3
content.

(abrief explanation for 3-less point rating)
The conclusion is significant. It indeed sums up the various issues addressed in the study.

6. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

(abrief explanation for 3-less point rating)
The references are good. The documents exploited are closely related to the subject.
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

The text seems to me very interesting. It deals with a topical subject in C6te d’lvoire. For these reasons,
you need to rid the text of some grammatical errors and some speech problems.

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:

This is a very interesting and topical text. The remarks to the authors will definitely give to this article,
the value that it truly deserves. So | give my consent to the publication of this paper with the
inclusion of minor revisions.
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