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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 
 

 
 

1. The language used is full of pitfalls. 
2. Methods used have not been described well. Parasite count is incorrect. 

Instead it should be % parasitemia. Route of drug administration is missing. 
3. It is not clear which day parasite count is given in table 1. 
4. What is the reason for higher dose to be less effective than lower dose of 

drug? 
 
 
 

 
Language use has been rechecked and corrected for grammatical and 
syntactic errors 
 
Reason for higher dose less effectiveness than lower dose is quite unclear. 
But that’s what we had, and we have to report it as such; even though it gets 
us thinking. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
PART  2:  
 

 

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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
Yes there are ethical issues since there is the mention of rats in Abstract while elsewhere in 
the manuscript there is the mention of the use of mice. 
 

 
 
 
 

 


