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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) 

Compulsory REVISION 

comments 

 

Page 1 line 14-15; author should write Enzyme Linked 
Immunosorbent Assay (ELISA) 
Page 1 line 28; space between    [1].nevertheless 
Page2 line 38; space between     [3].It 
Page2 line 57;  space between    hospital.Ethical 
Page2 line 59;  space between   questionnaire.From 
Page3 line 68;  37°c should be written as 37°C 
Page 3 line 70;   37°c should be written as 37°C 
Page 3 line 71; space between     (A1+B1 inclusive).Microplate 
Page 3 line 72; 18-24°c should be written as 18-24°C 
Page 3 line 72 space between 20 mins.100ul 
Page 3 line 81: Author wrote a confusing statement as both data are 
for married. However it seems that 9.37% co-infection is for 
unmarried.  Need to correct the statement.   
 
Page 3 line 94; space between [8].Unlike 
Page 3 line 95;  Author forgot to put  punctuation between [9] and 
Because 
Page4 line 110;  sentence should be reframed and grammatically 
corrected.  

This are very good observations and all 

had been corrected. Confusing 

statement is admitted and had been 

corrected. Ethical approval was 

collected. Sentence in page line 110 had 

been reframed. 
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