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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 
 

 
#40: insert “of” after “is” 
      :delete “but presently” 
#42: replace “perturbed” with “perturbing” or “disturbing” 
      : delete “the” 
      : replace “including” with “which include” 
#68: replace “screen” with “seek” 
 
#223: Is this a retrospective study because your methodology looks the contrary. 
 
Ethical Issue- If samples were collected for this study as indicated in the 
methodology, there is need for informed consent and ethical approval 
 

 Paper revised thoroughly.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is a retrospective study, manuscript revised to avoid the confusions. 
 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The presentation on table 1 would have been richer if the number of each sample type 
collected is reflected so you can deduce prevalence for each sample type. It makes more 
meaning to compare prevalence for each sample type. 
 
Table 4 is not necessary. 
Discussion should be separated from result 
I feel the manuscript is poorly presented 
 
 
 
 
 

Done. 
 
 
 
 
Removed. 
Done. 
Revised.   
 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 

 

 


