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PART 2: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment
Compulsory REVISION comments

Originality report:A quick check with TURNITIN uncovered many sentences inthe INTRODUCTION and DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION thathave similarity with published texts.The authors should consider rephrasing these sentences.Below is a print-screen of the TURNITIN report:

The reviewer’s turnitin report revealed82% originally even though the article is ahighly reference one. Authors havehowever rephrased parts of theintroduction and discussion as suggested
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Materials and MethodsThis study was reviewed by the IRB of University of CapeCosat. The authors should provide evidence of Ethical approva(project ID/ reference number).

When was the study conducted?Inclusion and exclusion criteria should be mentioned in detail.What was the method of sampling?What were the precautions taken to minimize bias?
Line 77-78:Sample size calculation should be provided.

The study was part of an MPhil researchundertaken at the department ofpopulation and health, university of cape.As it is with the practice in the university,the department responsible reviewed andapproved the ethics involved on behalf ofthe university IRB. Infact, the second andthird authors are professors in thedepartment. If it is editorial decision forauthors to produce such letters, authorswill oblige.
Issues related to the methods have beenaddressed

The study population size, inclusion criteriaand number involved in the study wereclearly stated in the methodology andauthors felt no need to include that in themanuscript. This has however beenamended to reflect reviewers comments
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Line 80:Semi-structured questionnaires were used.1. Why did the researchers use semi-structuredquestionnaires, which is more suitable for socialsciences?
2. Were the questions asked in English, Akan, Ewe orany other languages?3. Was there any formal /validated back-to-backtranslation performed between languages?

Line 85: Who performed the ophthalmic examinations?
Line 86 : The researchers should determine the best correctedvisual acuity (BCVA).

1. Structured or semi-structured canbe used in such studies dependingin the variables being studies. Inthis case, authors used the formerto allow respondents give correctsanswers for specific variableswhich was appropriately codedafterwards2. The questionnaires and informedconsent forms were translated intoFanti the local dialect. Apart beexperienced in such studies, thosewho administered thequestionnaires were trained. Thishas been clarified in themanuscript.
The eye screening was performed butexperienced Doctors of Optometrist. Avalidation procedure was also done with anOphthalmologist.  This has been highlightedin the manuscript.Visual impairment could either bedetermined with presenting visual acuity(PVA) with or without correction or bestcorrected visual acuity. Either is accepted.In this study, authors wanted to showperception of vision by respondents andvision as during measured on examination.Using BCVA will lead to underestimation ofthe problem.
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Line 89: Direct ophthalmoscopy is not sufficient for theexamination of the retina especially in the presence ofcataract. The researchers should use the Binocular IndirectOphthalmoscope (BIO).

Line 103: In data analysis, did the researchers analyze the PVA
with spectacles or PVA without spectacles?

Line 128: “Respondents were asked to grade their perceptionabout well they can see”The grading system should be explained in Materials and
Methods

The researchers should the purpose of looking into matching
PVA against self-evaluation by respondents(table 4) and
the difference between self evaluation and identified eye
problems that needed treatment (table 6)

There are many LIMITATIONS in this study. The researchersshould identify these limitations and discuss accordingly inthis manuscript.

Internal examination was done with directophthalmoscopy under dilation which wasadequate and did not affect the results. Theuse of equipment depends on equipmentavailability and setting of the study. In acommunity based study such as this one,the alternative use of equipment can beexpressed as a limitation.
PVA is correctly recorded as the patientspresented, with or without spectacles. Thiswas clearly stated in the methods, but hasnow also been highlighted in the analysissection.
Authors agree with reviewer, this has beenclarified
This was done to draw comparisonbetween eye status as perceived by therespondents and that as determined. Thishas been inferred in the discussion.
This was covered in the conclusion part ofthe discussion. However, the manuscripthas been amended and highlighted toreflect this suggestion.
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The researchers should also discuss the generalizability of
the study.

Line 247: Authors disclose no funding sources.This study involved 170 participants, and at least 3 trainedsocial workers, 5 experience doctors of optometrists andophthalmologists in the hospital.I believe some sort of funding was involved.

The generality or otherwise of it wascovered in the discussion.
Authors have no funding disclosures tomake. The project was funded byresearchers

Minor REVISION comments
Acknowledgement:The researchers should acknowledge those who helped in thisstudy. The suggestion have been adhered to

Optional/General comments The authors should consider rephrasing some of the sentencesin INTRODUCTION and DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION
Authors have rephrased some parts toaccommodated this suggestion


