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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 provides valuable, context-specific data in epidemiology, clinical presentation, and management of hypertensive disorders of pregnancy in Kisangani, a setting underrepresented in global maternal-health literature. By reporting prevalence, patient profiles, diagnostic timing, and treatment practices across four health facilities, the study helps illuminate gaps in antenatal care, diagnostic criteria application, and therapeutic availability in a low-resource Congolese context. These findings can inform local clinical guidelines, targeted training, and resource allocation, and they contribute comparative data for regional and global meta-analyses on hypertensive disorders in pregnancy.
	





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
	Score =4
The title is clear and specific about the condition, scope, and location. Suggestion: consider specifying the study design and year for greater precision.
	

	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
	Score=2
Abstract repeats text, contains internal inconsistencies (e.g., age distribution vs. reported mean), omits key methodological details (facility selection, case ascertainment, handling of missing data), lacks 95% Cis/statistical measures, and uses imprecise/casual language.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Score=3
Keywords are relevant, but too general. They omit important specific terms used in the manuscript (preeclampsia, eclampsia, maternal outcomes, antenatal care) and indexing terms (DRC, Democratic Republic of Congo)
	

	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
	Score=3
The background covers the global importance of hypertensive disorders in pregnancy and cites relevant burden estimates, but it is repetitive, contains unsupported or vague statements, and lacks up-to-date references and local context justification. It does not clearly identify the specific knowledge gap this study fills.
	

	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
	Score=3
The manuscript states a clear overall objective (to improve management of pregnant women with hypertensive disorders in Kisangani and to determine prevalence, profiles, treatments, and common disorder types). However, objectives are long, somewhat repetitive, and not framed as specific, measurable research questions or hypotheses. No primary outcome or analytic plan is specified. 
	

	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
	Score=2
Several cited sources are old, regionally variable, and some references are duplicated or improperly formatted. The review lacks recent guideline citations (ISSHP, ACOG, WHO updates) and recent regional epidemiological studies (last 5-10 years).  
	

	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
	Score=3
A retrospective descriptive study of facility records is an appropriate design to estimate prevalence and describe clinical/management patterns. However, key methodological elements are insufficiently reported or problematic: case definitions (proteinuria threshold) are nonstandard; denominator selection and inclusion/exclusion handling lack clarity; missing-data procedures and measurement methods are not described; facility selection and representativeness are unexplained. No analytic plan is provided.
	

	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
	Score=4
The manuscript reports ethics committee approval and states consent from facility managers and measures to avoid patient identification. These are appropriate for a retrospective chart review. However, documentation is minimal: the approval date formatting is inconsistent, it is not stated whether individual patient consent was required or waived, and data-protection measures are described only vaguely.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Score=2
Tables provide useful raw counts and percentages, but key issues remain: a critical inconsistency between age distribution and the reported mean age; many percentages in text lack corresponding n or 95% CI; some category labels and English terminology are incorrect or unclear (e.g., “Bride”, “Large Multiparous”)
	

	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
	Score=3
Tables contain relevant variables and raw counts, but presentation is inconsistent, labels contain language errors, and key statistics are missing.
	

	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
	Score=3
The Discussion cites multiple regional studies and compares prevalence and subgroup findings, which helps contextualize results. However, it relies heavily on older or heterogeneous sources, sometimes overgeneralizes, and does not consistently critique differences in methodology, diagnostic criteria, or setting that could explain discrepancies.
	

	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
	Score=2
Conclusions overreach the presented data and repeat unsupported generalizations without appropriate statistical comparisons or adjusted analyses. Key numeric inconsistencies (age mean vs distribution) and nonstandard case definitions (proteinuria >3g/24h) undermine validity. Outcome-attribution statements are not backed by stratified or comparative results. 
	

	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
	Score=2
The manuscript lacks a clear, structured limitations section!
	

	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
	Score=2
Many references are regional and relevant, but several are old, duplicated, or improperly formatted.
	

	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
	Score=2
The manuscript conveys key information but contains frequent language errors, awkward phrasing, inconsistent tense, and nonstandard terminology. Repetition and duplicated sections reduce readability. Medical phrasing sometimes imprecise or colloquial.
	





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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Provide a single concise abstract (max 250-300 words) that states study design, setting, period, denominator, and case count, reports primary outcome and key results with n and 95% Cis, correct the age summary to match the table, specify diagnostic criteria used, and end with a one-sentence conclusion limited to observed associations and practical implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Resolve key methodological and reporting problems before claiming scientific validity: correct internal data inconsistencies, reclassify cases using current diagnostic criteria, clearly define the denominator and inclusion/exclusion, report measurement methods, give complete statistical reporting, quantify and handle missing data, temper causal conclusions, and add a limitations section.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Add recent (last5-10 years) high-quality sources and guidelines. Remove duplicate/old citations, correct formatting, and ensure every in-text citation has a matching full reference.
	

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

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

	YES
The manuscript does not state whether the individual informed consent was obtained or formally waived by the ethics committee; data-protection measures are described vaguely; the ethics approval citation is incomplete/inconsistently formatted; it is not documented that each facility granted permission for record access and publication; and there is no statement about handling of potentially identifiable information.
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