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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 
 

 
The above mentioned manuscript is a cross-sectional study and described the Prevalence and 
factors associated with diabetes in adult population of Côte d'Ivoire. However, some 
unintended minor mistakes observed throughout the manuscript especially in the tables which 
need to be corrected before publication. And also factors associated with the prevalence of 
diabetes (table 3) should be explained in proper statistical scale (mentioning adjusted odds 
ratio) both in the result-section and in discussion (also in the abstract) as logistic regression 
(which was pretty good) was performed to find the predictors of the diabetes. 
 

 
 
We agree with the Reviewer's comments on minor unintentional errors 
throughout the manuscript and thank him sincerely. We have corrected all 
these minor errors. 
We have also taken into account the suggestions regarding the explanation 
of factors associated with the prevalence of diabetes in an appropriate 
statistical scale in both the results and the discussion and summary.   
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Minor corrections 

 Page 3, line 3: authors should 1
st
 elaborate the actual term then should be abbreviated, 

KISCH table ----reference (ref 13) cite in France lagunage (!)   
2.4. Data processing and analysis 

 2
nd

 para 2
nd

 line: Authors mentioned ‘The univariate analysis------simple logistic 
regression”------actually it should be bivariate analysis (as one dependable variable 
and one independent variable worked together) 

 Authors mentioned that they enumerated ‘Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness of fit’ and  
ROC curve for assessing validity of the result ------------but did not out line in the 
manuscript—should mention   ‘Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness’ value with P-value as a 
table foot note and can show ROC curve. 

 
 
Results 

1. (Especially table 3) factors associated with the prevalence of diabetes should 
be explained in proper statistical scale especially those factors showed higher 
odds ratios like older age (Adjusted odds ratio/AOR 1.61), borderline physical 
activity (AOR 1.62), Having Family heredity (AOR 2.5), high TG (AOR 3.3), 
LDL (AOR 2.1).  
 

2. Should explain like this way ---e.g. Having higher TG level (≥2 unit) among 
diabetic are 3-times (AOR 3.30) more likely to be associated with prevalence 
of diabetes as compared to having <1.5 unit TG level (P<0.001). 

 
3. Though authors claimed there was no significant (P<0.05) difference between 

male and female sex having diabetes (also mentioned in discussion) but in 
table-3 4

th
 column it showed significant (AOR 1.56, p=0.020*????)---authors 

should recheck the analyses result and correct.  
Tables  

 Authors used comma (,) instead of dot/point (.) (Exception found in result section) 
before fractional number in all tables (e.g. page 5, table-1, % of male written as 43,34 
instead of 43.34%) 

 Same corrections are needed for almost all other numbers (as expressing % of the 
variables) in the same table (table-1) and also for other tables (table2 and 3)  

 
Table-3 

 Authors should mention ‘risk factors’ on the 1
st
 column of the heading of table-1 (this 

space is empty!) 

 Authors should put both number (n) and percentage (%) in the second column named 
Diabetes, it is not clear—whether it is % or number as authors used comma instead of 
point. 

 It’s not clear what does it mean by P>|z| (P-value???)-On the 3
rd

 and 5
th
 column of 

heading of the table 3, page 9---authors should mention it under the table’s footnote. 

 
Minor corrections 

 Page 3, line 3: KISH is not an abbreviation but a name. By the 
expression "KISH table", we were referring to the selection method 
proposed by the author Leslie KISH. The KISH method is a 
procedure for randomly selecting an individual from among the 
eligible individuals in a household sample of a household survey, 
using a KISH table. 

 
 
2.4. Data processing and analysis 

 2nd para 2nd line: The correction was made in the manuscript  

 The Hosmer-Lemeshow quality value was mentioned with the P-
value as a footnote and the ROC curve was shown in the manuscript 

 
 
 
RESULTATS 
1. & 2. Factors associated with the prevalence of diabetes were plotted 
using an appropriate statistical scale based on the model proposed in 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. The results of the analyses have been checked and corrections made 
both in the results section and in the discussion  
 
 
Tables 

 The use of the comma (,) instead of the full stop (.) has been 
corrected in all numbers and in the different tables 1, 2 and 3. 

 
 
 
 
Table 3 

 We have effectively inserted in the 1st column the mention "risk 
factors".  
 

 We split the column with the name "Diabetes and %" into two: 1 
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 Authors should clearly write about ‘professional activity’, does it means having job?—
should mention clearly. 

 It’s look like authors mentioning 2 numbers (1,29) (table 3, page 9, adjusted odds ratio) 
by separating a comma which actually was odds ratio   
 

 Authors should mention the reference category under the table’s footnote (table 3, 
page 9)—which was denoted as 1 on the adjusted odds ratio column 

 Table-3  (title: Risk factors most significantly associated with diabetes among 
respondents on page 9) is  huge (it takes 3 pages)- so authors should describe it as 
“continued” while giving running  title on the next page. 

 Authors missed to put information on ‘level of education” in the columns of adjusted 
odds ratio and 95% CI (table 3, page 9) 

 Author should clear about ‘Nibbling’ of what (if it is alcohol, should use sip) 
(page10) 

 Authors should write BMI (kg/m2) along with Nutritional status (1
st
 column, page 10) as 

this describing BMI.  

  
 

 Authors should mention the unit of waist size, LDL, HDL, and total cholesterol, TG etc. 

 There noticed a problem in waist size (or circumference???) as 4 categories showed 3 
results/outcomes and also male repetition (??)----authors should correct and mention 
in the table’s footnote. 

 Authors should correctly write the direction of square bracket ([ ]) for 2
nd

 categories of 
triglyceride and LDL. 

 It’s not clear what does it mean by Yes (M<0,4 et F<0,5 in HDL cholesterol category--- 
should mention in the table footnote. 

 Authors used asterisk (*) as superscript of the p-value but didn’t mention its value under 
the table foot note.  
 

Discussion 

 Should follow above instruction 2 in the result section. 

 Authors should mention date along with authors name throughout the discussion 
(e.g. 5

th
 para of the discussion Amoussou-Guenou et. al. (2015) in Benin and Tripathy 

et al. (2017)]   
References 
It not clear why authors select mostly (almost half! 14 out of 29 references) French language 
journal (reference number 1-3, 5-13, 16, 20), while lots of reference journal of diabetes in English 
are already available-----could not possible to check the French journals!! However, English 
version of these possibly could solve the problem of the readers!    
 
 

column for N and another for %. 
 
 

 In fact, it was the P-value and this was also corrected in the header 
of Table 3 on page 9 and then indicated in the footnote of the table 

 Yes, this is an income generating job 
 

 As for the adjusted odds ratio column, it was not 2 numbers but a 
single number (1.29) transcribed with a comma instead of a full stop 

 

 The reference category that was marked as 1 in the adjusted odds 
ratio column has been indicated under the footnote of the table 
(Table 3, page 9) - 

 Table -3 :  

 The title of the table has been added on the other 2 pages with the 
mention suite. 

 

 We did not reported the information on "education level" in the 
adjusted odds ratio and 95% CI columns (Table 3, page 9) because 
we did not notice any association at the level of the brut odds ratio 

 Nibbling does not mean drinking alcohol but taking food 
 

 BMI (kg/m2) has been inserted in the nutritional status column  
 
 
 

 The different units of measurement have been added in Table 3 
 

 Concerning waist size, there are not 4 categories but rather 3. Each 
of the categories includes a measurement for women and men. A 
footnote to the table explains the abbreviations used throughout the 
table  

 The Triglyceride and LDL categories have been rewritten differently 
to make them clearer 
 

 The presentation of the HDL cholesterol categories has been revised 
to be more comprehensive and a footnote to the table completes it  

 The P-value has been indicated in the footnote of the table 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

 Observations made on the results have been taken into account in 
the discussion 

 The correction has been made in the manuscript   
 

REFERENCES 

 The presence of references in French is explained by the fact that we 
are French-speaking. However, we were keen to look for references 
in English to facilitate verification by reviewers. 
 

Optional/General comments 
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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) 
 

 
 
 

 


