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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

Introduction
Lines 34-35 state the limitations associated with single intervention use,
either IRS or ITNs
Line 73 ‘Division of this institute’- which institute?
Line 87, state how P. argentipes were identified and give citation of the
methods used
Line 90 what does the numbers 255 and 270 represent? Which of the two
is the total?
Line 106 state the post intervention time before sand fly density evaluation
Line 133-134 state when the pre- and post-treatment sand fly densities
were determined
Line 158 ‘male population was slightly higher than the female population’
state the figures and the statistical differences if any
Results
Demographics: Presenting the results in range proportion doesn’t make
sense at all i.e
e How can illiteracy rate range between 37% - 72%; literacy
between 9.43% - 15.78%; majority of houses thatched 38.5% -
55.1%; and mud plastered 9.2% - 21.7%, proportion of houses
with cattle sheds 26% - 57% etc

It is not clear what authors are trying to communicate here, the
results could better be presented by stating the exact value and
not the range. Authors are advised to re-do the whole section on
demographics.

e Line 167 ‘roughly one quarter of houses’ is not proper language
for results presentation, present the actual results.

e Lines 175-176, since you have stated the total number of P.
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argentipes collected, you need not to repeat the actual values for
AT and LTT, the percentages are sufficiently enough otherwise its
double presentation of the same results.

Table 2, re-write the caption and remove the word “classified”

Table 2: Since you have stated the total number and percentages
of the samples collected by both AT and LTT in the first row; for
the subsequent rows simply present the results once either by
percentages or actual values. The presentation of the same
results in both percentages and actual values makes it redundant

Lines 192-197 simply present your findings and not discussion,
this is the results section

Table 3: Corrected mortality is supposed to be calculated if the
mortality rate in the control mortality is between 5-20%. It would be
nice to hear from authors to why they decided to do corrected
mortality in cases where the mortality values of the control groups
are ZERO

Discussion
Lines 277-302, authors are instructed to discuss their findings and
relate them to previous studies instead of re-doing literature review

Authors did not discuss their findings at all, they are advised to re-
do the whole section

Conclusion
The conclusion made are not pertinent to the study findings

Created by: EA

Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO

Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




SDI Review Form 1.6

Q)
SCIENCEDOMAIN international @G, 7

www.sciencedomain.org

Minor REVISION Title: remove the full stop on the title
comments Suggestion: the word “associative” can be replaced by the word
“combined”

Abstract: The results section of the abstract is not clear,

‘Lowest numbers and highest percent-reduction of sand flies
(93.59% -100%)’ highest percentage reduction is not shown, from
which figure to what figure, any statistical test?

‘Also, the acceptance of the combined approach by the community
was highest as compared to the single-intervention approaches’-
How did they arrive to this conclusion? Not stated in the method
section in the abstract

Citation is needed at the end of line 70

Optional/General While the research question is very relevant and interesting the manuscript
comments itself lacks a proper work-through tying introduction, discussion and
conclusion together. The language requires a good deal of work. Many
places prepositions are lacking and generally the language worsens as the
article progresses. Some sentences are very difficult to understand, one
example is line 65 ‘during 0600 am to 0800 pm- 0800pm is it diurnal?’, line
90, Lines 159-160,186 etc

Researchers were supposed to seek consent before collecting sand
flies (indoors) as well as before carrying out Interviews
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