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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 REVISIONcomments
Minor REVISION comments The manuscript is important considering thedengue as a main public health problem indifferent parts of the world. However, isnecessary some revision in English Languageand some added at discussion to make moreinteresting the finds of the paper.1- The keywords could change, at least, theorder for dengue prevention, healtheducation, school health;2- In the Methods the Authors could makeclear how was calculated the knowledgescore, Topic 2.4;

1. We agree and have changed theorder of key words2. We have improved section 2.4 byadding the following statement.“Additionally, 9 of the questionsrequired ‘true’, ‘false’, or ‘don’tknow’ answers while the restwere multiple choice questionsthat required identifying correctanswers”.We have also clarified further bystating that “One point was given
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3- In Table 1 the annual income should beconverted for US dollar, this will makeeasier compare between differentcountries with same problems;4- Topic 3.3 the numbers showed ofcaretakers was 625, is lower than 634that was returned (in other parts isshowed 627);

for each correct response and awrong or ‘don’t know’ responseobtained a score of 0”We had already described howwe obtained the overallknowledge score in section 2.5“Scores for each knowledge andattitude item were summed, andthe median value was used tocreate a dichotomous variable ofhigh and low knowledge level”.3. We agree and have converted toincome to US dollars in all thetables and text.
4. 627 are those who responded toall the knowledge questionswhile 625 are those whoresponded to all the attitudequestions. The attitude score wascalculated for those whoresponded to all the questions.We have modified this statementto read “A total of 625 caretakersresponded to all the attitudequestions (response rate 97.7%)”
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5- In the Discussion Authors make goodpoints about similar results in differentparts in the world but they shoulddiscuss more their finds, for example inthe Table 5 the Education and use ofmosquito repellent was not positivelyrelated and was not discussed.

5. We have improved thediscussion. We have discussedthe lack of association betweenuse of repellents and educationand income. We have also addednew references.We have added the followingstatement in the paragraph 6 ofthe discussion “We did not findeducation or income to beassociated with use of mosquitorepellents. These findings aresurprising but reveal that use ofrepellents was not influenced byaffordability or the educationstatus of respondents but ratherby the working environment. Onthe contrary, a study in Pakistanfound that individuals in highersocio-economic groups hadbetter dengue preventivepractices”
Optional/General comments


