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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
It is an interesting study, but it should be included in the conclusions that have been 
used in a specific area and can not be extrapolated. Being a small sample you can see 
the effectiveness of the method, in that population but there are many limitations 
because standard values in the malaria factors are unknown. 

Thank you for the valuable suggestions. I have made the suggested changes 
in the article and changes are highlighted and are there in 207 and 212 lines 
of the article. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

 
It is a study that only reports utility of a method in a determined area in a determined 
time, the bad thing that can not be standardized the method since all the populations are 
different in the factors of malaria that are used 
 
 

Sir/Ma’am I agree with the comment. Standardization of the malaria factors 
for individual population is not possible and the results obtained cannot be 
extrapolated. 
Thank you. 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. 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 details) 
 
 

 
 
 

 


