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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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Please, the data should be written on the text or on the tables. Not on both. 
2. Line 149. Trichuris trichiura is misspelled (trichuira).Please, correct it. 
3. Lines 181-183: What disinfection methods would the authors suggest as an aid for 

consumers? 
4. Ziehl-Neelsen techniques would be useful for the detection of intestinal coccidian 

parasites. 
 

1. This has been noted. Only key data in the tables have been used in  
description in the text.. 

2. This has been Corrected  
3.  Noted but we leave that for consumers to decide.  
4. This has been noted and addressed in the text. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The manuscript is generally well written and clearly presented. The results are convincing. 
It deserves publication after making the suggested corrections. 
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