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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 
 

T This manuscript attempted to document the extent of visceral 
Leishmaniasis in Bihar state of India. The authors have shown the 
deficiencies in the strategy of reduction of the vectors of this disease 
by the IRS. The authors therefore propose to evaluate a combination 
of IRS + ITNs in the control of vectors as an alternative. This 
strategy is original but the manuscript has deficiencies that authors 
should consider to ensure understanding of the manuscript his 
manuscript attempted to document the extent of visceral 
Leishmaniasis in Bihar state of India. 
 
The paper is rather long for the information provided and I think it 
could be shortened in some areas without impairing its main 
messages.  
Introduction 

1. The authors do not show in their manuscript the previous 
results of the use of the IRS in the strategy of prevention of 
VL as insufficient to the point that it is necessary to add 
nets; 

2. The authors did not mention in the manuscript why the 
choice of PermaNet 3.0 and not another; 

3. The authors should specify in their manuscript whether 
previous studies have been conducted with IRS + ITNs in 
the locality or in a neighboring country in the VL control. 

4. Page 2, Lines 32-33: I don’t understand this sentence at all. 
Material and Methods 

1. Methods was not enough described; 
2. It is very difficult to read and understand. I suggest to 

refound Material and Methods in three distinct parts after 
study sites and study period part: 
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I. Baseline survey (before intervention) 

II. Intervention part 

III. Post-intervention  
NB: At each part, describe correctly the applied methodology 

3. Page 3, Line 90:  255? What? specify 
4. Page 4, Line 136: Data entry and analysis should be the last 

chapter in the material and methods section 
5. What was the type of mosquito net used in the mosquito net 

intervention only? Specify. 
6. Did you not seek the consent of the population before your 

intervention? Why? 
Results 

1. Refound results based on the new presentation of the 
Material and Methods part  

2. Resume Table 1, specifying the key aspects 
3. Table 4 is very confused.  
4. Make comments of Table 5 in the text and deleted Table 5. 

Discussions 
1. Summary of findings, strengths and limitations, comparisons 

with other studies and yours conclusions  
2. Implications of the study. I think readers would be interested 

to know what the authors think are the implications of the 
study, presumably the purpose of undertaking the survey.  

3. Were the findings presented to the respective national 
Visceral leishmaniasis control programme and, if so, what 
was their reaction? 

Minor REVISION comments Correct throughout the manuscript spelling mistakes  
Optional/General comments   
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