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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 
 

1. T.vaginalis should be written as T. vaginalis. 
2. Before ‘respectively’, should put a comma (,) sign e.g. 20.7% and 
18.6%, respectively. 
3. Trichomonas infection should be written as Trichomonas 
infection. 
4. Shorten the 3rd paragraph in your Introduction e.g. Various sero-
diagnostic techniques have been applied to demonstrate……….. 
5. I am not really agree with your definition of ‘true positive’. You 
should compare it with the gold standard not from your own 
definition or judgement, ‘a’. 
6. What is the important of Table 1? I suggest you remove it. 
7.  Why you want to analyse it according to symptomatic and 
asymptomatic subjects towards each method? Do you want to 
proof that for symptomatic subjects, it is good to use A method 
instead of B and C methods?  
8. Remove 3.2 Clinical findings of the symptomatic subjects 
(Results section). 
9. What is the relevant of having 3.6 Comparative analysis in 
different age groups? (Results section) 
10. I suggest you to re-arrange the paragraph in the Discussion 
section, and some of the paragraph can be shorten as it does not 
reflect the main objective of this study. 
11. After all, I think you should compare your pfoB with other genes 
that have been used in PCR assay, not compare it with a traditional 
wet smear examination. 

1. Done 
2. done 
3. done 
4. done 
5. Due to lack of an efficient Gold Standard 

method for diagnosis of T. vaginalis and lower 
sensitivity of wet smear examination and 
culture method, we evaluated the diagnostic 
efficacy and kappa value of T. vaginalis by 
multiple techniques in various combinations. 
This was done to get best combination of two 
methods for better sensitivity and specificity. 

6. This Table gives good information of various 
clinical details of the symptomatic patients with 
respect the different age groups. 

7. Yes we agree. 
8. N.A 
9. Done 
10. Done 
11. We agree with reviewer. 

Minor  REVISION 
comments 

Please edit and check the usage of grammar. If possible, send this 
MS to the English native speaker. 

Done. 

Optional /General  
comments 

  

 


