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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript provides valuable epidemiological data on the prevalence of HBV and HCV infections among blood donors in Dongola, Northern State, Sudan — a region for which such data are scarce and underreported. The findings contribute to regional surveillance efforts and public health planning, particularly for transfusion safety and infection control. Furthermore, it underscores the limitations of ICT testing and the need for more accurate screening tools like PCR and ELISA. Given the global burden of viral hepatitis and the public health importance of safe blood transfusion, this work is relevant and timely.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current Title: “Prevalence of HBV and HCV infections among blood donors of dongola hospital, dongola, Northern state ,Sudan”

The title is somewhat informative but lacks clarity, capitalization consistency, and scientific tone.

Suggested Edited Title: “Prevalence of Hepatitis B and C Virus Infections Among Blood Donors at Dongola Hospital, Northern State, Sudan”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract presents background, objectives, a basic description of the methods, and results. However, it lacks organization and clarity. Some sentences are fragmented, repeated, or grammatically incorrect.

Suggestions for Improvement:

Begin with a clear objective: e.g., “This study aimed to determine the prevalence of HBV and HCV infections among blood donors at Dongola Hospital.”

Ensure consistent past tense in methodology and results.

Add specific statistical information, such as prevalence rates with percentages, and mention significant findings (e.g., 7% HBV positive, 0% HCV).

Remove redundant or vague sentences like “in this way, the results… will be more accurate.”

Avoid unnecessary repetition and fragmented listing of data points.

Clearly state the conclusion and recommendation regarding ICT vs. PCR/ELISA use.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally accurate in reporting the observed prevalence of HBV and HCV based on rapid test kits. However, there are several scientific and methodological concerns:

The study relies solely on ICT, which is acknowledged in the discussion as less reliable. This limits the validity of the findings.

There is no control for confounding factors, nor stratified risk analysis.

The sample size (n=100) is quite small for generalization and lacks power analysis.

Several statistical interpretations are incorrect or too vague (e.g., claiming “no significant difference” without proper reporting of confidence intervals or effect sizes).

No multivariate analysis is presented, though multiple factors (age, geography, donation history) are mentioned.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partially sufficient but have gaps:

Several references are outdated (from the 1990s and early 2000s) and should be supplemented with more recent literature (post-2015).

The citation style is inconsistent and lacks uniform formatting.

Key WHO reports or recent surveillance data from Africa or MENA region (Middle East and North Africa) should be included.

Suggested additions:

· WHO Global Hepatitis Report 2022

· CDC or ECDC updates on blood screening standards

· Recent meta-analyses or systematic reviews on TTIs in African contexts
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript’s English requires extensive revision to meet scholarly standards. Issues include:

· Frequent grammatical errors (e.g., tense shifts, sentence fragments)

· Poor sentence structure and redundancy

· Misuse of technical terms (e.g., “Tattoo or Islamic Higama” is awkwardly phrased)

· Several typos and formatting issues (e.g., “ththere” instead of “there”)
Consider a professional English language editing service.

Revise with the aid of a native English-speaking collaborator or use language-enhancing software.

Use concise, formal, and scientifically appropriate language throughout.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Significance and Relevance

- Your study addresses a significant public health issue — the prevalence of HBV and HCV among blood donors in a specific underreported region of Sudan. This regional focus adds valuable data to the global understanding of transfusion-transmissible infections (TTIs), especially in low-resource settings.

Study Design and Scope

- The retrospective cross-sectional design is appropriate for estimating prevalence. However, the use of ICT-based testing significantly limits the diagnostic accuracy. While your discussion acknowledges this, it would strengthen the manuscript if you could add data from confirmatory tests (PCR or ELISA), or at least discuss the potential error margins and false positivity/negativity in greater depth.

Writing and Structure

- The manuscript would benefit from substantial language editing to improve clarity, eliminate redundancy, and ensure formal academic tone. Consider revising for:

· Consistency in terminology (e.g., “Tattoo” vs. “Tattoo or Islamic Higama”)

· Grammar and syntax (frequent run-on sentences, subject-verb disagreements)

· Clarity of methods and results (avoid repeating the same stats in multiple sections)

Figures and Tables

- While the figures provide useful visual summaries, they are not included in a proper scientific format (e.g., missing captions, not embedded properly). Ensure all figures are:

· Numbered and titled

· Accompanied by a legend or description

· Cited in the text where relevant

Discussion Quality

- The discussion currently relies heavily on listing disagreements with other studies but lacks deep interpretation. It would be more impactful to explore:

· Why your findings differ (geographic, demographic, methodological reasons)

· Implications for local blood bank screening policies

· Public health interventions that could follow

Conclusions

- The conclusions correctly state the limitations of the screening method, but they are brief and need strengthening. Consider highlighting:

· Specific recommendations for policy or future research

· The potential benefits of switching to ELISA/PCR in Sudanese blood banks

· The need for larger, multi-center studies in the region

Technical Improvements

- Standardize statistical reporting (e.g., always include p-values and clearly state when findings are not statistically significant).

- Include confidence intervals where possible to increase robustness.

- Ensure all tables and figures match the data described in the text.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

Ethical Issues

a) Ethical Approval Statement - Present

The manuscript states: “The study approval was obtained from Sudan International University and the permission was given by Dongola blood bank Hospital.” This is appropriate for a study involving human participants.

b) Informed Consent - Not Clearly Mentioned

There is no mention of whether written or verbal informed consent was obtained from the participants. This is a critical omission in studies involving human biological samples.

c) Anonymity and Confidentiality - Not Addressed

There is no indication that donor identities were anonymized or that data privacy was maintained.

d) Use of Biological Samples - Acceptable but needs clarification

Blood was collected and tested, but there is no clarification of how long samples were stored or whether they were used for purposes beyond the initial test.

Recommendation
Revise and include a section explicitly stating that written informed consent was obtained, and that participant anonymity and data confidentiality were maintained according to international ethical standards (e.g., Declaration of Helsinki).
	


Reviewer details:

Win Khaing, Tan Tock Seng Hospital, National Healthcare Group, Singapore

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

