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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

Abstract: the use of the odds ratio expression is not
recommended. It is asked to do a results interpretation.
E.g. Muslims have 2,8 more likelihood to ...

Study population: line 147 - should include the number or
%o of males and females - and the comparison with the
country or region presence of males and females (the last
part is minor revision comment)

Lines 215; 220; 227 - reports the coding method and is the
same in line 206. All perceived variables were all coded on
the same way. Eliminate this line on this 4 variables and
introduce aline after line 203 where is reported that all
perceived variables are coded like: “...”

On line 334-335 is recommended to offer the
interpretation of the odds results - like the example given
after for the abstract. All odds results should be presented
interpreted. Is recommended to do the alteration for the
full article.

Thanks for the comments. I have tried to attend
to them scientifically.

Minor REVISION comments

Method analysis: recommendation to eliminate from line
257 to 271 where are explained the assumptions of BLR.
As this is not an article about testing any statistical
model, just the use of one, the explanation of the
assumptions are not necessary neither recommended.
What is important the author already have it after line
271, is that the study has verified the assumptions to use
BLR.

Optional /General comments

The research is a tremendous contribute to the HIV field,
very well performed and is highly recommended to the
authors to to do the brief revision to their results analysis
so the study can be part of the scientific field.
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