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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 

 

If other Coccidian species were tested for, they 

should be included in Table 2, as it is informative 

even if the prevalence is very low or even 0. 

 

The titles of the tables should be improved. For 

example, the title for Table 2 could be “Coccidian 

species prevalence in HIV patients. Furthermore, 

Tables 1-3 could be combined into one table titled 

something along the lines of “Descriptive statistics of 

the study population.” The table should also include 

the total proportion of people in each category rather 

than only the proportion of people in each category 

with coccidian parasites.  

 

I strongly recommend that a statistical test be used 

for the results presented in Table 3 to determine 

whether or not the differences are statistically 

significant. 

 

I strongly recommend that the analysis include an 

adjusted logistic regression with coccidian parasites 

(yes/no) as the outcome, rather than only showing a 

frequency table.  

 

It is important to note in the discussion that you have 

very liked overestimated the Coccidian parasite 

prevalence in the HIV infected population because an 

inclusion criteria was diarrhoea. 

 

 

Cyclospora was tested though no 
prevalence; now included 
 
 
Title was adjusted and tables re-designed. 
 
Total populations were included. 
 
 
 
 
Statistical analysis was carried out. 
 
 
 
 
Table re-adjusted 
 
 
 
Control test was left of in the previous 
write up however, it has been included. 
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Minor REVISION comments 

 

Table 2 is missing the frequency of participants with 

C. parvum. 

Corrected and re-tuned 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

There some typos (mostly missing words) in this article 

that should be corrected. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


