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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 
 

 
----------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Please correct some grammatical mistakes: 
 

- Page 1. Please write Ancylostoma, not 
Ankylostoma. The same in all the manuscript. 

- Page 4, line75 The results obtained… 
- Discussion. Page 12. Line 271. The present 

study is one of the recent studies…. 
- Page 14. Line 305. …the low efficacy observed 

in both drugs…. 
- Page 14. Line 310. These results however… 

We are in agreement with the reviewer 
remarks. All the corrections have been taken 
into consideration in the text. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The study is not new but it fills an important knowledge 
gap. It sheds a bit of light on a yet unsolved problem 
that affects a lot of people. The data collection and 
analyses of data are appropriate, and support the 
conclusions. Connections to prior work in the field are 
made and help to make the arguments more clear. The 
arguments are logical and not contradictory.  

 

 
 


