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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 an important practical issue in glaucoma care—how much patients understand their disease and how well they follow treatment. Glaucoma is a lifelong condition where poor adherence can directly lead to vision loss, so studies like this are clinically meaningful. Data from Morocco are especially valuable because evidence from developing countries is still limited. The findings can help clinicians design better patient education programs and improve long-term treatment outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear and accurately reflects the study design, population, and objectives.

But my suggestion: You may consider:
“Knowledge and Treatment Adherence in Moroccan Patients with Glaucoma: A Cross-Sectional Study”
	

	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 clear and well structured. It includes the purpose, methods, results, and conclusion.

My minor suggestions:

· Consider briefly mentioning the study setting (tertiary hospital) in the Methods.

· Adding 1–2 key numerical findings in the conclusion would make it stronger.

· “Data were analyzed using Microsoft Excel” may be simplified to “Data were analyzed statistically.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the study is scientifically sound.
The objectives are clear, the design is appropriate, and the results support the conclusions. The topic is clinically relevant and the findings are logically presented.

However, some improvements are needed:

· Statistical methods are not described adequately.

· No mention of sample size calculation.

· No inferential statistics (p-values, associations) are presented.

· The questionnaire validation process is not described.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are relevant and mostly appropriate. A mix of classic and recent studies is included.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Positive Comments

· Good sample size (400 patients)

· Clinically relevant topic

· Practical findings

· Clear presentation of results

Areas for improvement:

1. Add statistical analysis details (tests used, significance level).

2. Describe questionnaire development and validation.

3. Improve formatting of tables/sections.

4. Expand discussion with more comparison to international studies.

5. Add more detail on physician education strategies.
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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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