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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	General Comments for authors

· It is better if you follow the journal author guideline to present your study.

· It needs major editorial corrections. Use appropriate spacing, punctuation and grammar throughout the document. And also add the titles as headings or subheadings. If give numbers for headings, use similar numbers. You have used Arabic for the first heading but used Roman number for the next and mixed for the rest.

· Generally it needs major revisions for consideration of publication.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	1. Title- Put clear title. Avoid the word epidemiology, Replace HBsAg by HBV. In my point of view it is better if the title is modified as Prevalence of HBV in pregnant women attended at the Mangol Health Center in the Urban Commune of Télimélé (Republic of Guinea).
2. Abstract and methodology-change the word consulted and followed by attended or with other appropriate word.
3. Abstract:

· Start with the new line for the word objective, method, results, and conclusion. 

· The prevalence of HBV is 1.28% or 3 cases out of 234. So while you describe the detail information about it, it is better if you described as 2 cases rather than 66.66%. The same is true under results and discussion.

· Conclusion: describe the finding with a short and brief concept.

· Keywords: add Virus on the word Hepatitis B

	

	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.


	4. Introduction:

· References should be numbered in continuous order. You have used from 1 to 11 continuously then put reference 28.

· Review of many literatures is needed. But you have taken more ideas from a single literature e.g The World Health Organization (WHO) estimates that more than 2 billion people have been infected with hepatitis B in their lifetime, approximately 30% of the world's population. The hepatitis B virus (HBV) is 50 to 100 times more contaminating than HIV. Among the global patient population, 360 million (or 5%) suffer from chronic infections, mainly on the Asian and African continents. More than a million of them die each year from complications linked to this infection, including liver cirrhosis and hepatocellular carcinoma. HBV is the second known human carcinogen after tobacco [4].
· It is known that HBV is an infectious diseases and it is one of the WHO concern. So there are so many recent studies and guidelines about it. But you have used an out-dated or old reference. E.g reference 5 is 2004 or reference 13 is 1992 sources.

· Major language revision is needed

5. Methods:

· It is better if you avoid the term working under methodology

· Change the Working method to design
· Write the Schwartz formula and it assumption to calculate the final sample size
· Add knowledge domain under variables

· Sources of tool or questionnaire?

· Explain how knowledge about HBV was measured? How many questions were administered? What about the sources of the tool?

· Explain the sensitivity and specificity of your laboratory test methods.

· Write brief analysis methods

· You have used too small smaple size

6. Results

· Do you think that knowledge and risky behaviour are under socio-demographic? It is better if you separate it and present with the other table.

· Avoid discussion from the result, since it is a separate heading and detail

· Inappropriate ways of explanation for Knowledge of the hepatitis B virus by saying yes or no. So it is better if you explain as Good knowledge and poor knowledge. Similar to knowledge of HBV vaccine.

· Write the main point as a text before the table rather than table then text.

· What does Good points mean ? Do you want to say positive ????
· What are the significant variables for HBV infection in your finding ?
7. Discussion:

· Compare the finding of this study with the other literatures based on your findings. Compare the prevalence and the factors that associate with HBV 

· Write short and brief conclusion

8. The manuscript missed the following explanations;

· Conflict of interest

· Author contribution

· Source of fund

· Ethical approval

· Availability of data

9. References: it is better to use the recent references because there are rich information about HBV


	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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