Thank you for the opportunity to review this manuscript, entitled “Voces de la comunidad: Satisfacción de personas lesbianas, gays y bisexuales con los servicios terapéuticos.” This was a secondary data analysis of open-ended responses regarding LGB peoples’ experiences in therapy. Through thematic analysis, the authors report on eight themes (and various subthemes) that they developed from the data. These results highlight how heterosexism manifests in therapeutic settings and the impact this may have on LGB individuals seeking help. Below are some points for consideration with regard to this study and its conclusions. 

Introduction
· It was not clear to me why the authors included so much information about LGB work/employment experiences. This background felt a bit disconnected from the overall aims of the paper. 
· The introduction itself read a bit long to get to the aims of the paper. I would recommend that authors condense some of the background literature they included, and incorporate more or expand on literature around the experiences of LGB folks in therapy to strengthen their argument. 
· On p. 6, the authors mention stigma related to seeking mental health services. I was curious if the authors could expand on this and include information specific to the stigma that LGB populations, or marginalized groups broadly, may have towards therapy.
· The authors identify seven research questions at the end of the introduction. To me, this reads a bit too dense in terms of the goals of the study, particularly for a secondary data analysis. Additionally, based on the literature reviewed, some of the questions don’t seem to build from how the authors frame their argument. I would suggest the authors revisit the questions to reflect the results of the study more accurately, as there are enough questions for several studies (e.g., specific experiences of coming out in therapy). 
Method
· Please provide a citation for the phenomenological approach used for data analysis    (p. 7).
· I would suggest developing a ‘Procedures’ section and moving some information from the first paragraph of the Method into Procedures. 
· Please provide a rationale for reclassifying pansexual as bisexual for this study. 
· Given the qualitative analysis, please provide a reflexivity statement and further information about the coding procedure. For example, were there any auditors? Or a measure of inter-rater reliability? 
Results
· Please review subheadings to indicate subthemes more clearly. Currently, headings for themes and subthemes are the same which creates confusion around what is a primary versus a subtheme. 
· I was a bit unclear as to why some themes had subthemes while others didn’t. For example, the “Sentimientos ante revelación” has positive and negative experiences, but these aren’t categorized as subthemes; however, “Muestras de comprensión o incomprensión” was split into two subthemes. Please elaborate further as to when it was determined that a theme had subthemes. 
· I would suggest reviewing the number of quotes per theme/subtheme and standardizing a bit, as it sometimes read unbalanced across themes with some having 2-3 quotes and others having up to 8. 
· I was wondering if the authors could further clarify the distinction between homophobic/biphobic experiences and negative overall experiences, as some of the example quotes from negative experiences also included homophobic/biphobic sentiment. 
· Similarly, further distinction of the heterosexist examples from the negative experiences and the homo/biphobic themes would be helpful, as the first example quote in the “Experiencias heterosexistas” theme seems to capture a biphobic comment. 
· I would also suggest adding in a table or figure with all themes and subthemes to help visualize the results.

Discussion
· Please include limitations of this study as well as recommendations for future research
· I would also suggest to expand and include more specifics on what types of interventions could be developed or informed by these results.

