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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 
 

1. Five positive samples out of 50 are quite a few 
samples to draw any conclusions. 

2. Figures: A positive control is missing. 
3. It is not accurate to conclude that  microscopy 

is the gold standard, for-as the authors 
express- there exist hybrids between 
Schistosoma bovis and S. haematobium; and 
PCR must be used to confirm the result (as the 
authors express in the Recommendations). 

4. Reference N° 22 is missing. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. Page 8, line 193. Discussion: Please begin 
the sentence: Fifty urine samples…and not 50 
urine samples. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

1.The methods, tables of data and figures are sufficient 
to understand the study, but positive controls are 
missing in the PCR   figures. A positive control receives 
a treatment with a known result, so that this positive 
response can be compared to the unknown response 
of the treatment. 
2.The conclusion should be revised for the arguments 
are contradictory. As there exist hybrids between 
Schistosoma bovis and S. haematobium, it cannot be 
concluded that microscopy is the gold standard. 
Besides, only 5 samples were found positive out of 50. 

 

 
Reviewer Details: 
 

Name: Claudia Irene Menghi 

Department, University & Country Clinical Parasitology Division, Clinical Microbiology, University of Buenos Aires, Argentina 

 


