Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research and Reports in Ophthalmology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRROP_152141

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	PREVALENCE OF GLAUCOMA AMONG THE ADULT POPULATION IN ZANZIBAR, TANZANIA

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


General guidelines for the Peer Review process: 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound.

To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general-editorial-policy/
Important Policies Regarding Peer Review

Peer review Comments Approval Policy: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer-review-comments-approval-policy/  

Benefits for Reviewers: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits-for-reviewers 
	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The manuscript addresses an important public health problem, particularly in low and middle income settings, where glaucoma remains a leading cause of irreversible blindness. This study provides descriptive data on the burden of glaucoma among patients attending a tertiary ophthalmology clinic in Zanzibar, Tanzania, and explores the associated demographic and clinical risk factors.

However, several methodological and reporting aspects require clarification and strengthening, particularly regarding the interpretation of prevalence estimates, risk factor analyses, and presentation of results. With appropriate revisions, this manuscript could offer useful local epidemiological insights for clinicians and policymakers.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is partially suitable but may be misleading, as the study is hospital-based rather than population-based.
Suggested alternative title:
“Prevalence of Glaucoma Among Adults Attending a Tertiary Ophthalmology Clinic in Zanzibar, Tanzania”
	

	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 summarizes the study objectives and main findings; however, it requires revision for improved clarity and accuracy. The term “prevalence” should clearly reflect that the estimate is based on clinic attendees rather than the general population. Additionally, the Methods section of the abstract should briefly mention that this is a hospital-based cross-sectional study. Minor grammatical corrections are also required.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design was appropriate for a descriptive hospital-based cross-sectional analysis. However, the interpretation of the results requires caution. The reported prevalence should not be generalized to the adult population of Zanzibar. Risk factor associations were presented descriptively without adjustment for confounders, and the calculation and reporting of relative risk were insufficiently explained. These issues should be addressed to improve the scientific rigor .


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several key references related to glaucoma epidemiology and pathophysiology are relevant but adding more recent references would strengthen the article further. However, at least one reference appears to be unrelated to the topic (e.g., a study on digit fusion in mouse embryos) and should be removed. The authors are encouraged to ensure that all references directly support the manuscript content and standardize the citation formatting.


	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but requires moderate editing for clarity. There are grammatical errors, inconsistent tense usage, and repetition in several sections, particularly in the Results and Discussion sections. Professional language editing is recommended for this manuscript.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Yes. The manuscript does not clearly state whether ethical approval was obtained from an institutional review board or ethics committee, nor does it mention informed consent from participants. This information is essential and should be explicitly stated in the Methods section.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are declared or apparent; however, the authors should explicitly include a competing interest statement.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No obvious plagiarism was detected during the review.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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