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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

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



	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 the important topic of productivity in primary pediatric eye care services in Tanzania—a region where childhood blindness remains a significant public health concern. The study highlights barriers to service delivery, offering crucial insights for policymakers, healthcare administrators, and NGOs aiming to improve pediatric eye health. The use of facility-level productivity data and the identification of key barriers make this study highly relevant for strengthening health systems and guiding future interventions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title “Productivity of Primary Pediatric Eye Care: Are we there yet? A cross-sectional study” is appropriate and effectively conveys the research focus.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive, providing an overview of the aim, methodology, results, and conclusions. However, I suggest:

· Clarifying the significance of productivity metrics (e.g. explain what "productivity" actually measures).

· Clearly state that the “productivity” is per 100 children in the catchment population for better clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is clearly described, data analysis is appropriate, and ethical approval is documented. The discussion aligns with the data presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and mostly recent, covering relevant global and local studies. However, I recommend adding more context about productivity metrics or methodologies in similar settings to strengthen the discussion section.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript is written in generally clear English, though there are minor grammatical and typographical errors throughout (e.g. “made a total of 111 HCW’s enrolled” → “with 111 HCWs enrolled”). A careful language and grammar check would enhance readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The results could benefit from clearer presentation, perhaps with improved visuals and tables to enhance interpretability.

· Consider including policy recommendations in the conclusion to provide more actionable guidance.

· The authors should also discuss potential confounding factors or limitations that might affect productivity outcomes.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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