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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	The manuscript addresses an important topic, namely community-based screening for non-communicable diseases in underserved rural areas, which is a relevant public health concern in low-resource settings. However, the scientific contribution of this study is limited because it largely describes an operational program without providing robust comparative analyses, or generalizable findings that advance current knowledge.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is descriptive but overly long and reads more like a program report rather than a concise scientific article. It could be shortened and made more precise to better reflect the study’s non-experimental, descriptive nature and its focus on feasibility rather than intervention outcomes.
	

	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 provides a general overview of the study’s aim, design, major findings, and conclusion, but it is not fully comprehensive and lacks the structure expected in a scientific manuscript. Key methodological details, such as the explicit study design (non-experimental descriptive), sampling approach, and statistical methods, are missing. The results section in the abstract is overly descriptive and contains excessive numerical detail, which could be streamlined to highlight only the most critical findings. Additionally, the conclusion is too broad and reads more like a program promotion rather than an evidence-based scientific summary. Suggestions for improvement:

1. Clearly state the study design, setting, and sampling method in the methods portion of the abstract.

2. Summarize key results concisely, avoiding excessive percentages and figures in favor of the most significant outcomes.

3. Include a brief mention of limitations to provide a balanced perspective.

4. Revise the conclusion to reflect scientific implications rather than programmatic advocacy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in the sense that it accurately reports descriptive data from a community-based screening initiative and presents plausible interpretations consistent with the findings. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are partially sufficient but not fully up to date or comprehensive. Some relevant studies are included, a significant portion of the citations are dated (older than 5–10 years) and do not reflect the most recent advances in telehealth, community health worker programs, and point-of-care testing for NCD screening. The manuscript would benefit from integrating more recent high-impact studies, systematic reviews, and meta-analyses published within the last five years to strengthen its scientific grounding and demonstrate engagement with current evidence.
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally understandable
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, while the manuscript addresses a relevant public health issue and presents large-scale descriptive data, it reads more as a programmatic report than a rigorous scientific study. The lack of a clear research question, hypothesis, and analytical framework limits its contribution to advancing scientific knowledge. The methods section needs more detail on sampling, data collection procedures, and statistical analysis. The discussion should critically compare findings with recent literature, acknowledge limitations, and avoid repetition of results.
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