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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

1.Second statement of result under abstract needs to be reviewed and also 
conclusion. 
2. In the manuscript, total number of the study participants was not mentioned under 
result. The table 1 is not clear enough as it is not clear how you came about the 
calculation for the percentage. For instance; age bracket 15-20, you have 21 people 
with 23 percentage. How? Because the total number is not shown. I also believe that 
the total number for each of the demographic characteristic should be the same 1.e 
total for age should be same as marital status, same as cadre etc because you are 
distributing the same study population into different demographic characteristics. 
Nursing and midwifery students were repeated twice with different 
numbers/percentage, why? 
3. Figure1; prevalence of HBV. Laboratory data were reviewed between January to 
December 2016. What was the total number of the data reviewed? How did you get 
the percentage if the total is not known? 
4. table 2. The number of different cadres presented here does not match the number 
presented in table 1. And moreso, radiographer was mentioned in table 2 but not in 
table 1. I think table 2 is not well presented if at all it is needed. 
5. Figure 2: Showing level of knowledge of respondents according to qualification. 
Do you mean according to cadres? And I think table 2 and figure 2 represent the 
same information. 
6. Table 3; SHOULD BE Comparison of positive attitude (Yes response) BETWEEN 
DIFFERENT CADRES towards HBV 
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I THINK THIS MANUSCRIPT NEEDS SERIOUS REVISION MOST EXPECIALLY THE 
RESULTS. 
 
 

 

 
Reviewer Details: 
 
Name: Thompson Akinbolaji  
Department, University & Country USA 
 
 


