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Compulsory REVISION comments

Reviewer’'s comment

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. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

The authors evaluated a significant number of real patients and managed a lot of data with
significant expensive procedures. Patients living with HIV are more exposed to chronic
infections than other immuno-depressed patients. The article shortly analysed all available data
and places results in a very useful phylogenetic tree.

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

yes

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 is comprehensive

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

yes

Please write a few sentences regarding the
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do
you think that this manuscript is scientifically
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

Materials & methods are very well presented.

* Results & discussion 1. Data are robust. 2. Authors provided relevant references during discussion. 3.

Discussion and conclusions are supported by facts and figures. 4. Appropriate statistical analyses has
been carried out
» Conclusions are not biased

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.

I would prefer to see more references from the last 5 years

Minc;r REVISION comments

Is the language/English quality of the article
suitable for scholarly communications?

yes
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