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Thank you for accepting to become a reviewer for JOECSA. We value your expert opinion and contribution to science. This information is to provide guidance as you review this article. Please take a few minutes to read these guidelines and tick the check box as appropriate. At the end of each section, there is a free text box that allows you to put other comments that you would like the authors to attend to.
	Title :
	Capacity For Glaucoma Screening and Treatment at Primary and Secondary Level Health Centers in Uganda: Situational Analysis.



General comments
	Question
	Answer Yes or No or N/A or add a comment including line numbers-To be filled in by the reviewer
	Response from the Author-To be filled in by the author, indicate the line where corrections have been made

	Does the manuscript conform to the stated manuscript category?

	The category is not provided to me
	

	Do you have any potential biases in reviewing this manuscript?

	No
	

	Does the manuscript address an important problem?

	Yes
	

	Has the manuscript been previously published?

	Not aware of
	

	Any other comments
	
	

	The Abstract


	Does the Abstract appropriately summarize the manuscript?

	Yes
	

	Are there discrepancies between the Abstract and the remainder of the manuscript?

	Yes, line 12 mentions tertiary level health facilities are enrolled in the study -actually that is not the case
	Thank you for this advice. This has been corrected – line 12

	Can the Abstract be understood without reading the manuscript?

	Yes
	

	Please write your general comments/questions or guidance to the authors on the abstract in this box. Refer to the line numbers used in the manuscript.
	How can you recommend only customized training of eye care workers while 52.3% of the facilities don’t have any eye care worker at all. Better to include recommendation on training and assigning of more eye care workers

	Thank you for this suggestion. We have included in the abstract- line 20, 21, 22 and 23 

	The Introduction


	Is the Introduction concise?

	Yes
	

	Is the purpose of the study clearly defined?

	Yes
	

	Do the authors provide a rationale for performing the study based on a review of the medical literature? If so, is it of the appropriate length?

	Yes
	

	Do the authors define terms used in the remainder of the manuscript?

	Yes

	

	If this manuscript is Original Research, is there a well-defined hypothesis?

	Yes
	

	Please write your general comments/questions or guidance to the authors on the introduction in this box. Refer to the line numbers used in the manuscript.
	Line 28
The authors need to redefine the function of optic nerve. Optic nerve doesn’t transmit any image. This definition is for lay person and does not fit the level of the audience of this paper 
	Thank you for your advice. The definition of optic nerve has been improved as shown in line 29

	The Methods Section


	Could another investigator reproduce the study using the methods as outlined or are the methods unclear?

	Yes, it reproducable
	

	Do the authors justify any choices available to them in their study design (e.g., choices of imaging techniques, analytic tools, or statistical methods)?

	Yes 
	

	If the authors have stated a hypothesis, have they designed methods that could reasonably allow their hypothesis to be tested?

	NA
	

	Did the authors indicate whether the study had ethics approval?
	Yes
	

	Please write your general comments/questions or guidance to the authors on the methods section in this box. Refer to the line numbers used in the manuscript.
	Lines 93 & 94
It is not clear for the reader how you did categorize the level of score from lowest to the highest based on the score
	Thank you for pointing this out. We did not categorize the knowledge levels, but rather describe the knowledge of the staff based on their median scores (with the interquartile and full range) in the primary and secondary level facilities (health centre IV, district hospital and regional referral hospital). 

However, this has been clarified in line 94 and 95

	The Results Section


	Are the results clearly explained?

	Yes
	

	Does the order of presentation of the results parallel the order of presentation of the methods?

	Yes
	

	Are the results reasonable and expected, or are they unexpected?

	Yes, reasonable and expected
	

	Are there results that are introduced that are not preceded by an appropriate discussion in the Methods section?

	No
	

	Please write your general comments/questions or guidance to the authors on the results section in this box. Refer to the line numbers used in the manuscript.
	Line 111 (Table 2)
The two “N”s are not clear for the reader to understand what they stand for. Suggest to add a row above for description 
Line 128 (Fig 2)
I am surprised you sought for Bimatoprost not latanoprost (which is relatively cheaper and available) in your survey 

	We appreciate this suggestion and it has been taken up as indicated in Line 111: The two ‘N’s have been clarified. N is the total number of facilities, and n is the number of staffed facilities.




Line 128: In our setting, Bimatoprost is more accessible than to latanoprost. possibly due to the availability of a more affordable option offered indian based pharmaceutical companies. Despite this, our questionnaire includes a query about the availability of latanoprost. The questionnaire has been attached as an appendix (questionnaire2_capacity to screen and treat glaucoma_at primary and secondary facilities_uganda)

	The Discussion Section


	Is the discussion concise? If not, how should it be shortened?

	Yes
	

	If a hypothesis was proposed, do the authors state whether it was verified or falsified? Alternatively, if no hypothesis was proposed, do the authors state whether their research question was answered?

	NA
	

	Are the authors' conclusions justified by the results found in the study?

	Yes, But I believe they need to say something about absence of any eye care worker in most of the surveyed health facilities 
	Thank you for this suggestion, however, this was been discussed in paragraph 3 of the discussion ie line 162 – 171.

	If there are unexpected results, do the authors adequately account for them?

	No unexpected results 
	

	Please write your general comments/questions or guidance to the authors on the discussion section in this box. Refer to the line numbers used in the manuscript.
	
	

	Figures and Graphs


	Are the figures and graphs appropriate and are they appropriately labelled? Would a different figure better illustrate the findings?

	Yes, appropriate 
	

	Do the figures and graphs adequately show the important results?

	Yes
	

	Do arrows need to be added to depict important or subtle findings?

	No
	

	Do the figure legends provide a clear explanation that allows the figures and graphs to be understood without referring to the remainder of the manuscript?

	Yes
	

	Please write your general comments/questions or guidance to the authors on the figures in this box below. Refer to the line numbers used in the manuscript.
	They have to remove Perkins from Table 1 as the value is zero. It is not as such basic or must have equipment to be shown there even if the value is zero.


	[bookmark: _GoBack]We appreciate this suggestion and we have taken it up. The perkins tonometer has been removed from figure 1. A newer version of figure one has been inserted – line 121 

	Tables

	If there are tables, do they appropriately describe the results? 
Should one or more tables be added?

	Yes


No
	

	Please write your general comments/questions or guidance to the authors on the tables in this box below. Refer to the line numbers used in the manuscript.
	
	

	The References Section


	Does the reference list follow the format for the journal?

	Yes
	

	Does the reference list contain errors?

	No
	

	Have the authors appropriately represented the salient points in the articles in the reference list? Alternatively, have the authors misquoted the references?

	Yes
	

	Are there important references that are not mentioned that should be noted?
	Not that I am aware of 
	

	Are there more references than are necessary?

	Not that I am aware of
	

	Please write your general comments/questions or guidance to the authors on the references in this box below. Refer to the line numbers used in the manuscript.
	
	

	Summary Opinion. The reviewer should provide a short paragraph that summarizes the strengths and weaknesses of the manuscript.

	Yes, they did
	

	Recommendation

	Recommend to Accept, Accept Pending Revisions, Reconsider After Major Revisions, or Reject
	Accept pending revisions
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