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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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 a good one has it adds to the existing knowledge about the AHD among HIV patients within their locality. This will further buttress the fact that AHD is a concern in the study region. This should serve as a wake-up call to all the policy makers to swing to action is preventing the incidences of AHD in their locality.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It needs modification so as to portray the intent of the study.
Biological parameter outcomes among newly diagnosed patients/treatment experienced patients with advanced HIV disease in Donka National Hospital


	

	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.


	More work still need to be done. 

Line 13: The method should be well structured and systematic. The patient should be defined. The inclusion criteria should be explicit enough.
Line 20: Inclusion criteria should be moved to methods. Data on HIV I is not adding further information and should be removed. VL detectability is not significant in this study because the study population is people with AHD. Remove 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Further interpretation of the results is still very needed in order to drive home the important findings revealed by this study especially at the result and discussion sections. There are areas that do not appear to be scientifically correct in the write up. If the enrolees are AHD then having CD$ count above 200 is concerning. This is also same with VL result. AHD with undetectable VL is also concerning. The author must be sure with the references being used during the discussion section that it is addressing the same issue.
Line 30: The written conclusion should be concluded
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not sufficient for this widely published topic and several works that have been done around this interest. Again, the citations are not recent.
	

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


	The language is good except for some areas that have been pointed out
	

	Optional/General comments


	Who are the study population in relation to ARV treatment? Newly diagnosed or experienced. This will reflect in the title of the manuscript
Line21: 2236: who are these patients; inclusion criteria must be briefly stated in the methods. The author should remove this from result section.  Is the HIV-1 data adding any special information to your data? If not, it should be removed.
Line 24: The author should explain the statement detectable viral load. 

Line 24: In terms of hematology should be removed.

Line 27: The adjective hospital is not important except they all died in the hospital during the study period

Introduction
Line 51: The author should get more references

Line 58: Add PLHIV

Line 59: The author can consider the additional phrase

HAI should be defined

Line 65-72: More researches should be referenced especially in other west African states

Lines 73-75: This should be referenced

Line 76-82: This should be referenced

Line 84: the highlight seems inappropriate

Line 87: seems to be inappropriate

Line 93: Disease is preferable

Line 94: The addition can be considered

Line 98: The author should briefly explain the reason for choosing this center for the study.

Which kind of patients are being referred to the centre. A brief description of the hospital is also needed by the author.

Line 102: The author should clarify retrospective and cross-sectional nature of this study.

Line 107: The author should define further these participants. Are they newly diagnosed/ARV-experienced patients? Where they treated for AHD or HIV?

Line 112: What was the reason for using mortality within 48 hrs as exclusion criteria?

Line 115: The author should kindly explain the termed systematic enrolment.
Line 123: Who took the data and how?

Line 132: The author should clearly state if ethical approval was obtained for this study. How was the anonymity and confidentiality maintained?

Results. The results should be uniformly represented e.g. (150, 50.6%) 
Line 138: Probably the author can consider the word “admitted”

Line 139: The author should remove the strike-out words.

Line 141: The tautology should be removed

Line 144: Remove the strike

Discussion

Line 176-178: This should be concluded part of the introduction
Line 180- Remove the strike. A brief summary of what was consistent with the result should be stated. Year of publications should be removed.
Line 183: Overrepresentation should be removed. The justification should be reviewed. Increase feminization need to be well structured. What are the sociocultural and economic practices?

Line 189: This is not a cohort study. Study population may be considered

Line 197: The strike should be removed. The author should be very sure with the use of housewives as profession

Line 199: The word series is not appropriate

Line 200 – 201: Tautology

Line 202: this justification should be more explicit

Line 203: This study is already for those experiencing AHD and therefore it is expected as inclusion criteria to be in stage 3 or 4. I do not think discussing this will bring any additional input to this manuscript
Line 204: the statement should be completed
Line 204: Anaemia and RF were just conditions looked for by your study and not only the main conditions associated with AHD

Line 209-211: These reasons should be more explicit and referenced
Line 212: The starting word is incomplete

Line 219: The reason for admitting at the AIDS stage should be explained and referenced
Line 221: The statement should start with in more engaging way. What did your study reveal and use it to compare with other studies?
Line 228: The discussion around VL is not substantive enough because VL was supposed to be detectable.
Line 233: The highlight should be removed.

Line 237: The p value data should be removed. It should just be referenced as stated in the result section.

The author should write on conclusion. 

Line 247: The reference should be standardized

The author should marge table 1 and 2
Table 1: The author meant- Enrolees; remove sex ratio; add the unit of age; remove with extreme

Table II: What is the difference between pupils and student? The author will need to explain further having CD4 count above 200c/mm3 and still classifying them has AHD. I think this should be part of exclusion criteria. If this is the case, then, the result session will need to be re-analysed.
Viral load is undetectable as against indetectable

What does this mean? Inconnue

The author should be consistent- enrolees/patients

I guess stade is the same as stage but author should use stage preferably

Table IV: Laboratory test is preferable. Table 3 and 4 should be combined. They are all lab test results. The results should be sequential. <1000, 1000-5000, 5000-10,0000

The author should justify the choice of neutrophil among the WBC differentials.

There should be legend that will define acronyms used in the table

Table 5:

Stadium should be corrected. CD4 should be better grouped (<50 and >50)
Why is creatinine significance level not assessed singly?
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Yes, the author should state if ethical clearance was obtained for this study
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