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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

1. Improve the language and format throughout
the paper

2. Line 49-50. Can the authors define HBV
infection and carrier states?

3. Line 75: What is the pre-tested structured
questionnaire? Can the authors give more
information about it?

4. Have the authors done analyses to determine
the risk factors for HBV infection in the HCW
population?

5. Discussion: Can the authors discuss in more
depth? For example, what is the prevalence
among general population? How the study
compare to other studies? What are the
limitations of the study?

We disagreed with the reviewer regarding:

4. Have the authors done analyses to
determine the risk factors for HBV
infection in the HCW population?

Our manuscript is dealing with quantifying i.e,

prevalence of Hepatitis B virus. So, there isno need

to talk about the risk factors here.

5. Discussion: Can the authors discuss in

more depth? For example, what is the

prevalence among general population? How
the study compare to other studies? What are
the limitations of the study?

We referred to the general population and we

compared to other studies. It was to the point.

The rests of the comments were considered.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Figure 1is nowhere referred to in the paper. It is
not a results

2. Reformattable 1

3. It will be better if there is a table describing
sample characteristics

The comment regarding Table 1 was considered.

Optional /General comments
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