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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.


	The article is significant because it talks about HIV Positive status in the Buea province.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the article is timely and suitable. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract lacks a sentence or two on the findings. The author needs to consider putting two sentences highlighting the key findings of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In my view, the article is scientifically correct
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	In my view, references are not recent. The reference of 1995 should be replaced with the current one. The author should consider using references between 2020 and 2024 to make the study current and updated. The bibliography section is a critical mess. The author needs to redo the section so that references become consistent. 
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	The article lacks takeaways. The discussion section needs to be redone so that the findings of the article is clearly noted.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

I cannot comment because I was not given ethical clearance letters since the study embarked on the use of interviews collected from the participants.
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