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The paper is well written but requires major revision. The paper sought to present 

evidence of effect of Rheumatoid Factor (RF) and bilirubin on sensitivity and other 

diagnostic characteristics of rapid diagnostic tests for HIV and HBV compared with high 

sensitivity ELISA test as reference.  

However, results were provided for only the viral tests excluding the RF and bilirubin 

levels. In spite of this, attempts have been made to present information suggestive of lack 

of effects of those factors on the RDT. This is quite problematic as the data provided failed 

to support that line of argument.  

The specific comments have been made on the paper and I hope that authors would be 

given opportunity to address them appropriately. 

Despite the well-written nature of the paper, I reject it in its current state. My overall 

score is 4.5/10. This is because, as already indicated, additional data need to be provided 

with appropriate statistical analysis of the data. Specifically, the author(s) must address 

why they chose 2-factor ANOVA instead of other appropriate tests to study effect of 

variables. Specific comments have been duly made on the actual paper. The data as 

presented does not warrant that test. That test may be appropriate depending on the 

additional data that would be provided.If these issues get addressed satisfactorily, the 

paper must be reconsidered for acceptance and publication.  
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