


Review Form (Research)
	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Immunology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJI_155824

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	[bookmark: _Hlk225610443]Prevalence Of Rheumatoid Arthritis, Hepatitis B And C Among Elderly Subjects That Attend Pilgrimage Centre Elele

	Type of the Article
	Research Article






PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses an important and underexplored public health issue, the co-prevalence of rheumatoid arthritis, hepatitis B, and hepatitis C among the elderly. It provides valuable epidemiological data from a Nigerian setting and highlights the vulnerability of aging populations. The findings can support improved screening, vaccination, and disease management strategies in resource-limited settings.
	














































PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor revision)
Suggestion:
“Prevalence of Rheumatoid Arthritis, Hepatitis B, and Hepatitis C Among Elderly Subjects Attending a Pilgrimage Centre in Elele, Nigeria” 

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestions:
Include study design explicitly (cross-sectional, not experimental) 
Remove repetitive explanations 
Add statistical significance values clearly 
Improve grammar and conciseness 
Avoid overextended conclusion statements

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially (Minor scientific issues present)
Suggestions:
Study design incorrectly stated as “completely randomized experimental design” it should be cross-sectional observational study 
Rheumatoid arthritis diagnosis based only on RF latex test is insufficient (low specificity); should mention limitation
No confirmatory tests (e.g., ELISA, PCR) for HBV/HCV which reduces reliability 
Inclusion criteria (“subjects with active joint pain”) may bias prevalence estimation

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (Needs minor improvement)
Suggestion:
Add more recent (last 3-5 years) epidemiological studies 
Remove outdated/non-peer-reviewed sources (e.g., web references)

	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant public health topic, especially in underserved populations. 
However, methodological concerns reduce scientific rigor: 
· Incorrect study design classification 
· Limited diagnostic methods (screening vs confirmatory) 
· Potential selection bias due to inclusion criteria 
The abstract and language require substantial editing for clarity and grammar. 
The discussion is strong, but it slightly overinterprets findings considering the low prevalence observed. 
Lack of a dedicated limitations section is a major weakness. 
Tables should be formatted more clearly and consistently (e.g., remove “NA” ambiguity). 
The manuscript would benefit from professional language editing.



	




PART  3: 
	

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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