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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 provides a comprehensive and timely synthesis of infectious keratitis in sub-Saharan Africa, highlighting its significant burden as a preventable cause of corneal blindness. By integrating microbiological patterns, healthcare access barriers, and patient behavioural factors, the study offers a multidimensional understanding of disease progression and outcomes. 
Importantly, it emphasizes the critical role of delayed diagnosis and inadequate diagnostic infrastructure in shaping prognosis. The manuscript also introduces patient therapeutic education as a practical, scalable intervention, making it highly relevant to clinicians, microbiologists, and public health policymakers aiming to reduce vision loss in resource-limited settings.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the manuscript.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Keywords are appropriate, relevant, and improve discoverability.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The background is well-structured and provides sufficient epidemiological and clinical context.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Objectives are clearly stated and aligned with the study aims.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The literature review is highly relevant and supports the narrative effectively
	.

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Includes both foundational and recent studies up to 2026.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The narrative approach is well described; however, minor clarification on selection criteria could enhance transparency.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Demonstrates strong critical synthesis of diverse studies.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Clearly identifies gaps and proposes practical future directions.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Conclusions are logical, evidence-based, and well articulated.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Limitations are implicit but could be more explicitly stated.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	5
References are from high-quality, peer-reviewed sources.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Overall clear and scientific; minor grammatical refinements recommended.
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the scope and key focus of the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The abstract is well structured and effectively summarizes the objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	  Yes
The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate interpretation of data and strong support from relevant literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	  Yes, but some required.
The references are adequate, relevant, and include recent studies, ensuring the manuscript reflects current scientific knowledge.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	No
No ethical concerns are identified in this manuscript.
	


PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses an important and underexplored public health issue, providing a comprehensive overview of infectious keratitis in sub-Saharan Africa with clear clinical and translational relevance. The integration of microbiological insights with healthcare access barriers and patient behavior adds significant value to the field.

The manuscript is generally well structured and scientifically sound. However, minor revisions are recommended, particularly for improving language clarity and explicitly outlining study limitations. Addressing these points will further enhance the overall quality and readability of the manuscript.

Overall, I recommend the manuscript for minor revision prior to acceptance.
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