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	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.


	Non communicable diseases particularly diabetes and hypertension in rural areas remain an issue of public health concern and the manuscript aim of evaluating the feasibility, acceptability and outcomes of delivering home based screening for these diseases by community health workers is of scientific importance to the research world. Also, the manuscript focus on anaemia screening in rural areas adds more scientific value to the study.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, 
· The spelling of “Anemia” in the topic should be consistent with that in the main work “Anaemia”
· Diabetes to specifically “diabetes mellitus”
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive but however, the following suggestions be looked into 
· Study Plan and duration: mention specifically the month the study began in 2022

· Results: it will be best to mention whether the females referred to were Non-Pregnant or Pregnant taking into consideration that a higher prevalence of anaemia reported is seen in pregnant females. 
· Most participants (give the proportion or frequency) expressed favourable…

· Favourable opinion: mention how this was evaluated if on a scale, mention the score described as favourable. 

· Conclusion: This pilot study…
· Conclusion: NCDs and not NCD
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction
· BP: define at first use 

· the focus of public health programs had been much on communicable diseases including, mention at least the most target communicable diseases in India and cite the source; maybe Ministry of Health
· the use of this abbreviation NCDs should be consistent 
· lab: laboratories 
·  The study assessed the viability, effectiveness, and scalability of a technology-enabled: the aim of the study mentioned at the abstract seem not to be in line with this, authors should look into this 
Methods 

· The study was conducted between January 2022 and January 2025…. Suggestion: The study lasted for a period of 04 years (January 2022 to January 2025) and involved participants selected from 09 states and 17 districts of….
· “Our” study; suggest personal nouns be avoided. The study… 

· In rural areas.. 
· Non-communicable diseases (NCDs) can be diagnosed with point-of-care testing (POCT) devices since they are diagnostic instruments that can deliver precise and fast results in a matter of minutes: the devices used in the present study were screening devices, authors should readdress this statement, for example diabetes mellitus is not diagnosed by using a glucometer. 
· It is advantageous… 
· Authors should provide the following information concerning the devices used; supplier/manufacturer and the accuracy of the devices 
· Referral pathways and continuity of care: Rephrase statement to Suspected cases of hypertension, diabetes and anemia were referred… 
·  “Centres” or “Centers”, choose one and use 
Results 

· Suggest authors provide a table (Table 1) on Socio-demographics particularly Gender and Age ranges 
· Table 1: provide title of table and a footnote that defines abnormal BP

· Provide footnotes at the designated area for diabetes and anaemia diagnosis criterion 

· Were new diagnosis; 9161 (18.4%). 
· Hypertension emerged as the most prevalent condition among the three NCDs assessed, and the high proportion of previously undiagnosed cases indicates a significant gap in routine blood pressure monitoring, particularly among women: no statistics or values provided and seem to be a conclusive statement, authors should look into this 
· Figure 1: should mentioned the study area and the legend be revised, example what do authors mean by abnormal diabetes or abnormal anaemia, and abnormal hypertension. Suggestion Change to cases and non-cases
· Suggestion for overall presentation of results: Table 1 should provide socio demographic data of screened participants, next should be prevalence of screened non communicable diseases, and last should looked at the associated risk factors of screened NCDs among study participants (gender, age range, alcohol consumption, smoking etc) 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The following references are missing in the main text; reference 8, 9, and 10
· Provide URL links for stated references from recognized sites such as WHO, and IDF

· Provide the different journals names for the cited references 
	

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


	Yes 
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Authors should ensure tables are labelled above and not below as in the current text 
· Authors should consider using a defined statistical test to assessed association between variables mentioned (gender, age range, alcohol consumption, smoking habit etc) and screened NCDs

· Consider formatting tables to remove vertical and horizontal lines 
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