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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER David Denning 
The University of Manchester  
UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 04-Nov-2013 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This is important to the mycology research community and both 
infectious diseases and global health combined.  
The funding amount per year should be given in the abstract and 
paper (i.e. £3.45) with a range provided in the results, by year.  
The problem of resistance is understated. See recent papers on 
azole and echinocandin resistant Candida glabrata and multi-azole 
resistant Aspergillus fumigatus, partly related to environmental azole 
usage.  
No comment about hospital infection studies related to cross 
infection (Candida) or airborne infection because of poor air control 
(Aspergillus).  
The reassuring on many treatment options (P10, L26) is not true for 
many situations, notably oral therapy of aspergillosis (only azole 
class, cross resistance a major issue), urinary candidiasis (only 
fluconazole), cryptococcal meningitis (only amphotericin B and 
flucytosine). Also major issues with drug interactions and toxicity, 
and incomplete responses. 

 

REVIEWER Mihai Netea 
Radboud University Medical Center, Nijmegen, The Netherlands 

REVIEW RETURNED 06-Nov-2013 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS This paper addresses an important subject, namely the way in which 
mycological research in supported in the UK. This gives for the first 
time a clear picture of the funding landscape concerning infections 
and identifies gaps in funding. It is important to observe that on the 
total mycological research receives a lower share of funding, when 
compared with the importance of fungal pathogens, and especially 
the translational research is underfunded.  
 
Suggestions:  
 
1. The role of fungal pathogens in allergic and inflammatory 
diseases could also be underlined in the Introduction. This is an 
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additional important disease burden in which fungi are important.  
2. There is little attention given in the funding to immunotherapeutics 
and vaccination, this is an important aspect.  
3. Similar studies at the European level to assess the case of 
mycology research should be considered. 

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

We have addressed all reviewer and editorial points in an attached table, and implemented these in 

the main document. 
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