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Reviewer 1: The paper suggests a strong
systematic review protocol to study health
information access issues in primary care
setting of LMICs. The objective, methodology
and expected outcomes are clearly articulated.
However, study limitations are not clearly
defined under the appropriate heading. It is
mentioned under ethics and dissemination. It

We would like to thank the editor and reviewers
for reviewing our paper and for their feedback.

We have addressed this by adding limitations
under the strengths and limitations section
following the abstract.
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will be good to reorganize it.

Reviewer 2: The article is well written and
extremely incisive for the contents treated.

Thank you very much.

Reviewer 3: This is a well written and clear

protocol and will be a really useful systematic
review.

Many thanks, we hope it will be useful too.




