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Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Authors have to think and complete in their article this subject: 
 
“The diagnosis of reactivated T. gondii infection during pregnancy has been the subject of 
much controversy. Recently in many studies has shown higher anti-T. gondii IgG levels in 
HIV-1-infected than in non-HIV-1-infected pregnant women. These results suggest that the 
increase in antibody titers could be the result of polyclonal activation of B-lymphocytes, 
which are not parasitespecific. Therefore, the interpretation of such Ig titers is not 
necessarily indicative of a reactivated infection, as proposed by other authors”. 
 
In the present article authors uses as synonyms positive seroprevalence and infection 
and they are not the same many times. 
So, my suggestion is that authors have to explain this situation of policlonal activation 
because many of the women included in this work were not infected despite the high 
antibodies.  
I also recommend that authors includes a table or graphic with the more frequent 
symptoms presented in the women studied 
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