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the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

None 

 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

If such data are available, it could be of interest to know 

the satisfaction of adherent patients with the medical 

services provided. A comparison of satisfaction between 

adherent and non-adherent patients should give some 

interesting information. 

Overall, the article is very interesting. Words of patients 

reported in the study give very instructive information. 

 

I am slightly disappointing by the discussion that appears 

relatively short. The discussion about the three main 

obstacles to adherence (to be away from home, to be 

busy by other things, to simply forget) should have 

merited greater analysis. In particular, the article could 

be improved if authors could detail solutions suggested 

by the authors.  

While we agree with the reviewer that 

comparing the satisfaction of adherent and non- 

adherent patients would give interesting 

information, unfortunately the data to do so was 

not collected as part of this research effort. This 

is because we focused exclusively on non-

adherent patients. 

 

Some more detail has been added to the 

discussion to make it more robust. 
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