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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 
 

 
The general language/grammar in many parts of this manuscript is not clear. Makes 
sentences difficult to understand. There are several sentences in the manuscript that lacks 
clarity. Example, is ” A total of 32 students (32 %) were infected with Plasmodium 
falciparum and a total of 68 uninfected students (68 %) were used as control in the study”, 
from the abstract. 
 
 

 
We did not infect the subjects rather the subjects were diagnosed to have had 
malaria infection with the parasite [Plasmodium falciparum] seen in their blood 
films. 
 
The sentence in question has been re-written and corrected. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Several minor revisions in expression of thought and content 

The corrections and suggestions have been looked into and we have effected 
the changes. 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
The manuscript requires to be re-written. The major argument (in the result section) and 
conclusions made is not that definitive. 
 

 
We have effected the points noted and have re-written those sections and we 
have tried to stay within the scope of this research. 
 
The typographic error in the result section on reticulocyte count in subjects 
without malaria parasite have been corrected from 0.13 ± 0.08 to 0.31 ± 0.08 
to agree with our findings. 
 
Thank you so much for your contributions to making our research article 
better. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
 
 

 

Comment [CY1]: Did you infect the 32 student 
with malaria?? Or what??


