Q)
SCIENCEDOMAIN international Py 7

www.sciencedomain.org

SDI Review Form 1.6

Journal Name: International Journal of TROPICAL DISEASE & Health
Manuscript Number: Ms_IJTDH_21523

Title of the Manuscript: High prevalence of isolated hepatitis B core antibody among adults in Oyo State, Nigeria: the need for

review of diagnostic and vaccination guidelines

Type of the Article Original Research Article

General guideline for Peer Review process:

This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is
scientifically robust and technically sound.
To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

(http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=sdi-general-editorial-policy#Peer-Review-Guideline)

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)



SDI Review Form 1.6

PART 1: Review Comments

SCIENCEDOMAIN international

www.sciencedomain.org

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. The paper needs to be better written. There are a
lot of grammatical errors and long sentences hard to
read.

2. Material and methods:

2.1 Need more details on the study population. What
is the inclusion and exclusion criteria? What s
‘apparently healthy’, how did the authors measure
‘apparently healthy’?

2.2 Multivariate analyses should be taken to identify
the risk factors

3. Results:

3.1 Table 3 is confusing and should be explained
better, particularly how the numbers in table 3
match the numbers in table 2

3.2 The p value for sex for HBsAg is missing

3.3 Provide multivariate analyses results

4. Discussion:

4.1 Can the authors discuss more about the
inconsistent findings? For example, a lot of risk
factors were not significant in the study. What are
reasons behind this? How did the authors think of the
reliability and validity of their findings given this?
4.2 Can the authors discuss other limitations? For
example, how do the authors think self-reported
nature of the study impact the results? How do the
authors think of the generalizability of their
findings?

5. Conclusions:

The conclusions is not supported by the results given
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that vaccination was found to be not protective in the
study. The authors have to think about the
interpretations of their findings and the implications.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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