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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 

 

Abstract:  

Line 19 has two ‘microscopy’. Check. 

 

Introduction: 

Lines 36 and 37 present that the disease ‘was.... and it’s 

currently under control.....’ 

Then why the study? 

Were these reports in 1986 [23] and 2002[9] on 

occurrences from the same place as this study? 

Was this study really necessary? 

These should be addressed to justify the basis for this 

work. 

 

Material and Methods 

Line 84: what is TRC? 

Line 100:  check the usage of ‘for low parasitemia’ in this 

sentence. 

Line 115: check the usage of  ‘using a microscopy’ 

Line 135: ‘include’ should be included 

 

Results  

Presentation of the results left out Tables 1 and 2. Any 

justification for this? 

Line 231: the use of ‘therefore’ to begin a paragraph and 

sentence. 

The sentence between lines 232 and 234 requires 

modification. 

Also check the sentence that begins in line 234 with 

‘There’ 

There are changes in the affiliation of the 

authors and one author has been added and 

all corrections are highlighted in yellow 
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Discussion 

There appear to be so many sentences in this section that 

may not really be relevant, e.g. line 248 to 249; 252 to 

253; 337 to 358; 363; 378 to 387. 

Line 261: ‘is’ should be was? 

Line 270: why was the DNA detected? 

Check lines 280 and 281: the information here was not 

presented in the results description. Also the ‘and a’ at 

the end of line 281 checking, maybe replace with ‘but’. 

The information in lines 304 and 307 was not presented 

as significant in the results section. 

Lines 309 and 311 should be in Material and Method 

section? 

Only major findings should be presented here and 

discussed. 

 

Conclusion 

Does not appear like a conclusion. 

Lines between 391 and 394 do not appear relevant. 

Line 402 to 404 is more of a recommendation  

 

Recommendation 

The text does not fit as recommendation. 

 

References 

Listed References do not conform with the reference 

style given in the Guideline for Authors for this Journal 
In text, references are not numbered in the order that they 

appear in the text. The first reference cited carries number 

[9], the second is [23], and so on. 
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Minor REVISION comments 

 

  

Optional/General comments 

 

 

 

 

 


