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	Author’s Feedback (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 is important for the scientific community because it provides updated data on the prevalence of HBV infection among pregnant women in Nasarawa State, a population at high risk for mother-to-child transmission. By including five HBV serological markers, the study offers a more comprehensive understanding of immunity, exposure, and potential occult infections, which are often overlooked in prevalence-only surveys. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title :  “Prevalence of Hepatitis-B Virus Infection Among Pregnant Women Attending Antenatal Clinic at Primary Healthcare Facilities in Nasarawa State, Central Nigeria”,  is consistent with the main stated objective of the study, which was to determine the prevalence of HBV infection among this specific population. The focus on prevalence is justified, since the sample size calculation and the results emphasize HBsAg positivity as the surrogate marker of infection. However, the title does not reflect the additional analyses presented (distribution of serological markers, associations with sociodemographic factors), which, although described in the results, are not explicitly framed as objectives in the methods. From a reviewer’s perspective, the title is correct with respect to the stated objective, but it underrepresents the broader scope of the findings.

	

	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 provides useful information, but several refinements are needed to improve clarity and impact. The background outlines the global and national burden of HBV, yet it does not clearly explain the specific gap that this study aims to fill in Nasarawa State. The methodology is briefly described but would benefit from mentioning the sampling approach and study period. In the results, the overall prevalence is clearly reported, but the section becomes overcrowded with too many subgroup percentages, which distracts from the key finding an 8.3% prevalence and a significant association with younger age. The statement “0.6 showed evidence of occult HBV infection” is imprecise; it should be corrected to “0.6%,” and given how small this proportion is, its inclusion in the abstract may not add much value compared to keeping the focus on the main outcome. Finally, the conclusion would be stronger if it highlighted the public health implications more explicitly, such as the need for routine ANC screening, early vaccination, and youth-focused prevention strategies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically acceptable in its core aim of estimating the prevalence of HBV infection among pregnant women. The study design is appropriate for this purpose, the sample size was correctly calculated, and the use of ANC attendees as the study population is a reasonable choice in this context. Ethical approval is also properly documented, which adds to the credibility of the work.

That said, there are areas where the scientific rigor could be improved. The exclusive reliance on a rapid diagnostic kit, without molecular confirmation, introduces possible misclassification that should be clearly acknowledged. While the inclusion of multiple HBV serological markers is a strength, their interpretation remains quite limited, and the statistical analysis leans more on descriptive comparisons than on deeper multivariable modeling. The discussion tends to repeat prevalence figures from other studies rather than drawing out the broader clinical and public health implications of the findings. Overall, the study is scientifically correct in its fundamentals, but its impact would be much stronger if the authors more fully acknowledged methodological limitations, provided deeper analysis of the serological markers, and linked their findings more directly to public health strategies and maternal-child health policies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript contains no references. This is a major weakness, as all scientific articles must cite relevant and verifiable literature to support background information, justify methodology, and contextualize findings. Without references, the credibility and scholarly value of the work are severely compromised.

	

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


	Yes 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The inclusion of additional HBV serological markers (HBsAb, HBeAg, HBeAb, HBcAb) is a potential strength of the study; however, their utility is not sufficiently developed in the Results or Discussion. The data are mostly presented as percentages with limited interpretation of their clinical or epidemiological significance. For instance, the low HBsAb prevalence could have been discussed in relation to vaccination coverage, the presence of HBeAg in terms of vertical transmission risk, and the high HBcAb prevalence in relation to past exposure or occult infection. As it stands, the markers appear descriptive rather than being used to generate deeper insights or actionable conclusions. This underutilization weakens the contribution of what could have been one of the more aspects of the manuscript.
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