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Compulsory REVISION 

comments 

 

This manuscript is an interesting work that look for risk factors associated to 

schistosomiasis  in 2 communities of Uganda.  However, there some comments 

about it: 

1. The manuscript is technically well written but some sections require 

revision because they are repetitive. 

2. Some subheadings require revision 

3. Titles of the tables should be self-explicative. They require more details 

about they want to explain. 

4. At the end of the manuscript, readers hope to see the difference in the risk 

factors between both communities. Unfortunately it was not like this. 

5. Authors explain the study limitations and they remark that the small 

sample size probably is the primary reason associated to the observed 

results. However, there are other limitations. The quality of the recruited 

sample, the lack of reliable registers of the prevalence and intensity of the 

infection in the communities and migrant workers. These may are 

producing some bias during the data statistical analysis. 

6. It is recommended that the authors can consider these bias factors  if they 

are planning to continue working in both localities. 
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