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	Title: Reported perceived barriers to low vision rehabilitation services among ophthalmic personnel in Ethiopia
General Comments from Reviewer: Overall, I found the manuscript somewhat interesting and the idea raised by the manuscript is also novel. If the author/s addresses the raised points heartedly, the manuscript has something better to be learned by the scientific community. Originality: I think the originality and novelty of the paper are real. Title: I prefer the title if you correct it as “Perceived barriers of ophthalmic personnel to provide low vision rehabilitation services in Ethiopia” 
Introduction: This portion of your manuscript requires a critical revision. Your study justification which is the last paragraph of the background is good. Please try to add a statement that tells us the significance of your study.
The introduction's goal is to explain why the study is important. You need to explain the purpose and setting of the current study. A few or most of the words from the title should appear in the first sentence of the first paragraph. To meet the expectations of your readers and keep their interest, you must clearly state the topic of your work within the first three sentences.
Methodology: In your manuscript, you said “survey” again and again. But, you addressed only 150 ophthalmic personnel in the country. Do you think this number shows the real figure of ophthalmic personnel in the country? As per my knowledge, in Ethiopia, there are more than 500 optometrists, 170 practicing ophthalmologists, 50 cataract surgeons, and more than 200 ophthalmic officers/nurses. Initially, the professionals included were identified (how??) by email, I don’t think it would be practical in Ethiopia. Those who had no internet access and complete addresses were excluded (do you think your exclusion method was scientifically acceptable? why you didn’t utilize extra social media to address them well? like telegram, phone call...), since your approach was to survey? How many ophthalmic nurses were included in this study? If not please avoid this word from your manuscript. If you included them say something about the issue in the Abstract section. “Semi-standard questionnaire” please replace with “Semi-structured standardized questionnaire” Please show the step-by-step way you used during the calculation of your study sample size (152??) Operational definition Ophthalmic personnel: please add cataract- surgeons too. It is not clear to me, to validate methods.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Results: At the end of the statements above table 1, please use (table 1). Rather than saying See table 1 below. The title of the tables in the result section is not self-explanatory. So, make them (Tables 1, 2, 3) self-explanatory, please. table 1 Independent variables with variables Seniors: please operationalize that word Don’t make each word in the table bold Place of training; how did you explore this question? or is your question specific to the most recent training?  this question addressed only those personnel’s working in low vision rehabilitation services? Responses related to the perceived barriers to the provision of low-vision service “for the ophthalmic personnel” or by the ophthalmic personnel? “Expensiveness of low vision device within the country”, please look for another phrase to replace “within the country” unless it seems that there are low vision devices in the country that is expensive to buy. Replace “barriers of ophthalmic personnel” with barriers to the provision of low vision service for ophthalmic personnel. Significant factors associated with barriers of ophthalmic personnel in providing low vision care 
Discussion: Don’t compare the response rate rather your result with that of others. Try to pinpoint the objective and significance of your study in the first paragraph of your discussion. Is Canada in America? I may correct myself if it is there. You compared the results of your study's simple proportions of perceived barriers with that of other previous studies. As per my knowledge, it is forbidden to say higher/lower without having the confidence intervals of the proportion. So, how do you accept this comment? And please positive to correct this part critically. Please merge and re-write your study's strengths and limitations as a single paragraph at the end of your study discussion.
The article can be published after minor revision. 






