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highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
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Compulsory REVISION comments

This paper offers useful information supporting the use of either exercise and yoga
as adjunct therapy in HIV infected patients. The paper is not presently acceptable for
publication, however, because of numerous grammatical errors as well as the need for
additional clarifications and some minor restructuring of parts of the paper.

The paper should be expertly edited to remove the many grammatical irregularities,
including the overuse of “&” for the word “and.” There is also the frequent mistaking of
singular versus plural subjects in the use of verbs. Several statements lack precision and
appear redundant.

The paper could also be improved by better summarizing the earlier related studies
in the Introduction including the studies cited in references. The extent to which the present
paper confirms or differs in any way with the prior published studies can then be better
specified.

The exercise and yoga programs are presented as an alternative to medical care.
The programs are more likely to have been an addition to regular medical care. This should
be clarified. The issue of whether evaluations were performed in a double blinded manner
or with the knowledge of the persons performing the evaluation should be stated. Did the
participants in the groups respond uniformly or were there both responders and non-
responders in the different groups? This is relevant since exercise is viewed as being
detrimental to some patients, for example those with the chronic fatigue syndrome.
Specifically, were there any examples of deletions responses among the patients in the
exercise group? it would also be interesting to note whether the apparent benefits were
sustained during the follow-up six week. While not necessary for this paper, were there any
documented laboratory changes in the three groups of patients as a result of the trial?

The “target heart rate” should be stated under the Procedure section of
Methodology and not left for the Discussion. The Methodology section describes “the lower
the score the more disability,” yet the Tables generally show an increase in scores. This
need to be clarified. Changes in the quality of sleep would have provided an additional
useful measure of wellness.

Inferences (interpretations) are included beneath each Table in the Results. The
inferences would probably be better placed in the discussion. There is no discussion
regarding possible mechanisms of the apparent beneficial efforts. Ideally, the authors could
indicate whether the study has led to a change in medical practice at their institution or
whether follow-up studies are underway.

In conclusion, the paper has interesting data. There is, however, a need for major
corrections in the grammar of the paper with more precise statements. The authors should
clarify the uncertainties mentioned in this review and discuss the paper within the context of
earlier similar studies.
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