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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.
	Importance of this manuscript to the scientific community:
1. It aligns with WHO/UNAIDS 2025-2030 strategy: Adopts hierarchical modelling recommended for subnational HIV monitoring and equity assessment. 
2. It supports open science: By using widely available Word Bank WDI data, allowing full reproducibility and external validation.
3. Addresses evidence gap: By focusing on understudied young males aged 15-24 years, a key bridge population for HIV transmission with limited global longitudinal analysis.
4. Methodological importance: it offers a framework for modelling bounded outcomes, non-constant variance, and clustered HIV data accurately.
	




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
	3= satisfactory
	

	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
	4 = Good 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = satisfactory
	

	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
	3 = satisfactory
	

	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
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	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
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	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
	5 =Excellent 
It is appropriate and statistically sound for the WDI global study
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory 
	

	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


	2 = Needs Improvement
Most tables and figures are relevant, but only 3 are necessary and the rest are cluster. There are 9 figures and 4 tables for one study.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	




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.

	NO
1. “Breaking down” is ambiguous, Mapping or Quantifying can be used instead.
2. “Young male populations” is unclear. State the age range., e.g., WHO defines “young” as 15-24.
3. The method “Hierarchical Beta Mixed-effects analysis is jargon-heavy, but can still be retained.
I suggest “Mapping Global HIV Inequality Among Males Aged 15-24: A Hierarchical Beta Mixed -Effects Analysis, 1990-2024. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
A comprehensive Abstract needs a 5-point structure.
Background, Objective, Methods, Results, Conclusion/Limitations. Here Objectives and Limitations are missing.
I suggest: Add this Objective sentence right after Background- “This study quantifies global and regional trends in HIV prevalence among males aged 15-24 and estimates country-level heterogeneity using a multilevel beta regression framework.”
Add this Limitations sentence at the end: “The observational nature of WDI data and absence of individual-level behavioural covariates limits causal interpretation.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Sufficient =YES
Recent = NO
I suggest you add the following:
1. UNAIDS Global AIDS Update 2024 or 2025
2. W.H.O. Global Health Sector Strategy on HIV 2022-2030
3. W.H.O SDG 3.3 Progress Report 2025
4. Douma and Weedon 2023 – beta regression review.
5. World Bank WDI methodology 2024
6. 2 recent SSA inequality papers 2023-2025 from lancet HIV
The references are methodologically solid but epidemiologically thin and outdated. Adding recent UNAIDS, W.H.O. and SSA-specific papers will be nice. 

	

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

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

	NO
	




PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The core analysis is novel and publishable, but the manuscript requires: (a) A dedicated limitations section addressing WDI modelled data and absence of confounding variables, (b) The manuscript needs a reduction of figures/tables to 5 core visuals, (c) There should a revision of policy conclusions to match the observational design of the data, and (d) there should be substantial language editing for clarity.
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