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	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 current study is of utmost importance as it aims at assessing maternal knowledge and attitudes towards exchange blood transfusion, a life saving procedure for the management of neonatal jaundice. The findings of the current study can be used to enhance the acceptability of this life saving procedure by caregivers of neonates suffering from hyperbilirubinemia, severe sickle cell anaemia and others conditions associated with jaundice.  
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· What proportion of participants had adequate knowledge level on exchange blood transfusion, moderate and inadequate knowledge levels?
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· Results and Discussion: Put as results and not results and discussion 
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