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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 content of the case study is well formed. The authors describe the case 
concisely and in an accurate manner. The language is understandable.  
 
 
- Make one sentence with good phrasing to avoid this repetition. 
You should add complication of hydatid disease in abstract 
 
-You can change it into (eating contaminated food) 
 
Headache is repeated, please, delete one 
In abstract, three sentences with the same meaning repeated three  
Times. I make a red mark on them. 
 
In discussion line 6, (eating ingested food), this sentence is not correct 
                              
                       Most patients present with headache and vomiting and headache 
 
 

 
I have made the necessary changes and have highlighted them in my 
corrected manuscript. 
It is a widespread zoonotic disease, where most cysts develop in the liver and 
some disseminate to other sites; such as the lungs and rarely, the brain [2, 3]. 
The incidence of hydatid cyst is the liver is 60%, while that of the cerebral and 
spinal forms is only 1–2% [4]. In our country, E. granulosus is relatively 
common in southeast Rajasthan [5]. The larval stage involves the brain via 
the choroid plexus [2, 6, 7]. Localization of hydatid disease in brain can be 
associated with involvement of other organs such as liver or lung or may be 
an isolated infestation of the brain or spinal column. 
 I have changed the line 6 in discussion to eating contaminated food 
 
I have changed the line to headache and vomiting and highlighted in the 
discussion  

Minor REVISION comments 
 
  

 
Write Involves instead of involve 
 
 
Make (P) small letter 
 
Change are to were 
Change was to were 
 
Put were instead of was 
 
 
You can delete the first one 
Grammar mistake inline 5 of the abstract 
 
 
In presentation of case, line 5 
                                      Line 6 
                                      Line 7 
 
The cyst fluid and abscess pus was aspirated and sent to the Parasitology section 
 
The last two sentences of case presentation are repeated 
 

 
All the necessary grammatical changes have been made and highlighted in 
the manuscript that I am attaching.  
 
The last two sentences of the case presentation have been changed and 
repletion has been addressed to and highlighted 

Optional/General comments 
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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) 
 

No ethical issues have been noted in the manuscript 
 

 


