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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

Abstract
The abstract needs some revision.

Methods: Where were the children recruited from?

Results: nothing is said here about the comparison of the two techniques. More
results will need to be included here after further statistical analysis as recommended
below.

Conclusion: is a prevalence of 9.04% high? | suggest you use the WHO definition to
classify prevalence.

Keywords: | suggest you add school-age children and Ghana.

Introduction

It is not clear to me as to what is the rationale for this study. What were the
objectives?

The prevalence of STH in this study is quite low. Can the author(s) describe study
area clearly including the control activities of STH in the area? Which worms are
endemic in the area? Are there regular deworming programs going on in the area? If
s0, which population are being targeted? Which drugs are being used? How frequent
is the deworming? How effective is the deworming campaign in the area?

Methods

Use a map to complement the description of the study area if feasible.

How many primary schools are in the selected sites? What is the criteria for selection
of these two primary schools for this study?

Describe sampling technique. How were the participants selected to ensure good
representation of the entire school?

Describe how the sample size of 394 overall was determined, and how the sample
size was determined for the different schools.

There is no need to describe the procedure of the direct wet mount and the formol-
ether concentration techniques since citations for the detail procedures have been
provided (ref 11 and 12). You may only describe them if there are some substantial
deviation from the procedure provided by the citations.

In the statistical analysis, how was sensitivity, specificity, and positive predictive
values were determined? Present their formula.

Results

Since there is a separate section for the discussion, you don’t need to discuss within
the results.

Delete table 1 since all the data contained within has already been presented in the
preceding paragraph.

Include the 95% confidence limits for the overall prevalence of STH for both
techniques.

The headings within table 2, 3 and 4 need to be formatted correctly.

Tables 2, 3, and 4 could be combined into one large table and the different methods
presented using different columns and appropriate headings. Format the headings
clearly.

Lines 191 — 197: was this part of your objective? This should be clearly stated in the
introduction and the results also presented in the abstract.

Using tables and appropriate statistical tests, also present and compare the overall
prevalence of soil-transmitted helminths between the different age groups, the sexes

All corrections well effected as suggested by the reviewer.

Created by: EA Checked by: ME

Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (10-04-2018)




SDI Review Form 1.6

Q
SCIENCEDOMAIN international Qa4 7

e.-
_ _ e,
WWW.sciencedomain.org - W
SCIENCEODMAKN

and the two primary schools.

¢ In the section of diagnosis accuracy determination, also perform analysis of the
negative predictive value and the overall agreement between direct wet mount and
formol-ether concentration techniques.

e Why is the parasite intensity not presented? Since the direct wet mount technique
had a low sensitivity, it would have been more informative if you could determine the
detection limit of direct wet mount using the formol-ether concentration technique. l.e.
determine the maximum parasite intensity below which the direct wet mount could
not detect infection.

Discussion

e Lines 236 — 240: discuss and compare sensitivity, specificity etc. with other studies
that have also compared the two diagnostic techniques.

e Lines 243 — 246, 247 - 249: the author(s) state that other studies comparing the 2
techniques have been performed but provided just one citation. Which are the other
studies?

Minor REVISION comments

Abstract
e Line 12: delete prevalent.
Introduction
e Lines 31 — 32 s not clear, rephrase.
e Lines 29, 47: “school-age” is one word. Correct this throughout the manuscript.
Methods
e Line 74: Are the ages in years or months?
e Lines 82 — 84 is not clear. Do you mean “...take the specimen containers home?
Results
e Line 170: do you mean prevalence of soil-transmitted helminths in Kajelo
community?
Discussion
e Lines 236 — 238 is not clear. Do you mean the overall prevalence...?
e Lines 241 —243: “...lower” not “...lowest” since you are comparing two methods.

All corrections duly made

Optional/General comments

The author(s) compared two methods in the diagnosis of soil-transmitted helminths in
pupils in an endemic area in Ghana, the direct wet mount and formol-ether concentration
techniques, and came to the conclusion that the direct wet mount technique had a low
sensitivity. The findings are of interest. However, the methodology is poorly described and
the results will need some further statistical analysis. There are a good number of
grammatical errors that will also need to be corrected. My comments to improve on the
quality of the manuscript are presented above.
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