Morjaria et al. Trials (2016) 17:36

DOI 10.1186/513063-016-1167-x Tria IS

CrossMark

Spectacle wearing in children randomised ®
to ready-made or custom spectacles, and
potential cost savings to programmes:

study protocol for a randomised controlled
trial

Priya Morjaria', Kaushik Murali?, Jennifer Evans' and Clare Gilbert'

Abstract

Background: Uncorrected refractive errors are the commonest cause of visual impairment in children, with myopia
being the most frequent type. Myopia usually starts around 9 years of age and progresses throughout adolescence.
Hyperopia usually affects younger children, and astigmatism affects all age groups. Many children have a combination
of myopia and astigmatism. To correct refractive errors, the type and degree of refractive error are measured and
appropriate corrective lenses prescribed and dispensed in the spectacle frame of choice. Custom spectacles (that is,
with the correction specifically required for that individual) are required if astigmatism is present, and/or the refractive
error differs between eyes. Spectacles without astigmatic correction and where the refractive error is the same in both
eyes are straightforward to dispense. These are known as ready-made’ spectacles. High-quality spectacles of this type
can be produced in high volume at an extremely low cost. Although spectacle correction improves visual function, a
high proportion of children do not wear their spectacles for a variety of reasons. The aim of this study is to compare
spectacle wear at 3-4 months amongst school children aged 11 to 15 years who have significant, simple uncorrected
refractive error randomised to ready-made or custom spectacles of equivalent quality, and to evaluate cost savings to
programmes. The study will take place in urban and semi-urban government schools in Bangalore, India. The
hypothesis is that similar proportions of children randomised to ready-made or custom spectacles will be wearing their
spectacles at 3-4 months.

Methods/design: The trial is a randomised, non-inferiority, double masked clinical trial of children with simple
uncorrected refractive errors. After screening, children will be randomised to ready-made or custom spectacles. Children
will choose their preferred frame design. After 3-4 months the children will be followed up to assess spectacle wear.

Discussion: Ready-made spectacles have benefits for providers as well as parents and children, as a wide range of
prescriptions and frame types can be taken to schools and dispensed immediately. In contrast, custom spectacles have to
be individually made up in optical laboratories, and taken back to the school and given to the correct child.

Trial registration: ISRCTN 14715120 (Controlled-Trials.com)
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Background

Uncorrected refractive errors are the commonest cause
of visual loss in children [1]. Myopia (short-sightedness)
is the commonest form; it usually starts around the age
of 9 to 10 years, progressing in severity throughout ado-
lescence. Hypermetropia (long-sightedness), which is
more common in younger children, usually resolves by
around the age of 10 years. Astigmatism (distorted
vision, measured in cylinders) affects all age groups and
does not change over time. Myopia is far more common
in Asian children, particularly in Southeast Asia. Many
children with myopia also have some degree of astigma-
tism, and one of the standard ways of reporting refract-
ive error is to use the ’spherical equivalent, which is
calculated as the sphere plus 0.5 x the cylinder, in diop-
tres (D). Refractive errors can also differ between eyes
(anisometropia).
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Correcting refractive errors requires the following
steps: measuring visual acuity in each eye without any
form of correction, followed by measurement of the type
and degree of refractive errors in each eye, which can be
done clinically (by retinoscopy) or by an automated
refractometer. The next step is to use the findings to
assess which corrective lenses give the best visual acuity
in each eye, which are then prescribed. The next step is
to dispense the spectacles, which entails ensuring that
the optical centres of the lenses required align with the
visual axis of each eye when mounted in the spectacle
frames of choice. If an individual has astigmatism, the
axis of the cylinder in the lens must align accurately with
that of the eye. Custom spectacles are needed if astigma-
tism is present and/or the refractive error differs
between eyes. Spectacles without astigmatic correction
and where the refractive error is the same in both eyes

CHILDREN AGED 11-15
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seeing eye
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| NOT ELIGIBLE
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Fig. 1 Randomisation flow chart of activities. Flow chart shows a child’s journey and the activities involved from screening to deciding whether
they are eligible for recruitment, then randomisation and follow-up
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(simple refractive error) are much more straightforward
to dispense. Indeed, high-quality spectacles without
astigmatic correction with a range of spherical powers
(the same in each eye) are being mass produced at
extremely low cost (0.5US$). Several different frame
sizes are also available, allowing for variation in the dis-
tance between the visual axis in different age groups,
gender and populations. These spectacles are called
‘ready-made’ or ’off-the-shelf’ spectacles. From a pro-
grammatic  perspective,  prescribing  ready-made
spectacles has benefits for providers as well as parents
and children, as a supply of ready-made spectacles with
a wide range of prescriptions and frame types can be
taken to the school and dispensed immediately. In con-
trast, custom spectacles have to be individually made up
in optical laboratories, marked with the child’s name,
and the spectacles taken back to the school and given to
the correct child.

The prevalence of uncorrected refractive errors in chil-
dren varies by country and by urban/rural location, for
example, in India [2—-4]. In one study in rural India,
4.1 % of children aged 7-15 years were myopic, and
61 % of visual impairment was due to uncorrected re-
fractive errors [2]. In an urban Indian setting 7.4 % of
children aged 5-15 years were myopic and 82 % of vis-
ual impairment was due to uncorrected refractive errors.
In both studies older children had a higher prevalence of
uncorrected refractive error than younger children [4].
Global estimates indicate that 13 million children have
visual impairment due to uncorrected refractive errors
[5]. A recent study in China provides evidence of what
might be anticipated, that academic performance im-
proves with correction of refractive error in children [6].
Studies have also highlighted that correcting refractive
error is highly cost effective [7] and improves visual
function and quality of life. These findings add impetus
to the need for the inclusion of eye health into school
health initiatives, which are being supported and scaled
up by Ministries of Health and Education, the World
Bank, WHO, UNESCO, UNICEF and the Partnership
for Child Development. India has had a programme to
detect and treat uncorrected refractive errors in school
children since 1994 [8].

Approaches being used to detect and correct uncor-
rected refractive errors in children are not standardised,
and spectacle wearing rates can be very low in all set-
tings [5]. For example, in Native American students in
the USA, only 32 % of children given two pairs of free
spectacles wore their spectacles [9]. Similar findings have
been reported from rural areas near Delhi where only
29.4 % of children wore their spectacles [10]. Spectacle
wear is higher in children with more severe uncorrected
refractive errors [9] and in girls [11]. In another study in
India only 30 % of children dispensed spectacles were
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wearing them at 6-12 months. Spectacle wearing was
higher amongst girls, those with higher refractive errors
and poor uncorrected visual acuity, and those whose
fathers were better educated [12].

Only four trials have assessed the impact of interven-
tions to increase spectacle wear in children, three being
in low/middle income countries. One compared spec-
tacle wear at 3—6 months in school children in Tanzania
who were randomised to free spectacles or a prescrip-
tion. Spectacle wear was significantly higher amongst
those given free spectacles (47 % versus 26 % respect-
ively, p = 0.05) [13]. In a trial in China, children were
randomised to attend or not attend a health education
session. Children in the health education group actually
had lower rates of spectacle wear at follow-up than the
controls [14]. In another study in China, a health educa-
tion DVD shown to parents, teachers and children
increased self-reported wear but not observed wear [6].

One study has addressed the utility of ready-made
spectacles in Chinese school children. In this study chil-
dren with high degrees of astigmatism, anisometropia or
eye disease (8 %) were excluded and the remainder were
randomised to ready-made spectacles or custom
spectacles regardless of the extent to which correction
improved their visual acuity. The study was powered to
detect at 15 % difference in spectacle wear, but at
follow-up one month later spectacle wear was similar in
both groups (47 % in the ready-made spectacles group
and 52 % in the custom spectacles group (p = 0.23) [15].

Despite spectacle correction improving visual function
[16], children do not wear their spectacles for a variety
of reasons, such as no perceived benefit [17], loss or
breakage [18-21], misconceptions that spectacles will
make their vision worse [11, 13, 22], parental disap-
proval [10, 15], being teased [13, 15, 18, 21-23] and for-
getfulness [14, 15, 19, 21]. In a recent Indian study [12],
reasons for not wearing spectacles included being teased
(19.8 %), the spectacles were broken (17.4 %) or lost
(9.3 %), and the child did not like their spectacles (12 %).
There is also evidence that the degree of visual impair-
ment also influences spectacle wear. For example, in the
Tanzanian trial outlined above, increasing myopia was
an independent predictor of spectacle wear. In a recent
study in Bangalore, designed to assess different visual
acuity screening cut-offs, children wearing their
spectacles at 3—4 months also had higher degrees of
myopia than those who were not (mean spherical
equivalent in the better seeing eye —3.50 D, range —-1.75
to —=9.00 D versus mean -2.50 D range -0.75 to -2.25
D respectively) (p = 0.001) (unpublished data).

Purpose
The purpose of this trial is to compare spectacle wear at
3 to 4 months in school children aged 11 to 15 years



Morjaria et al. Trials (2016) 17:36

with significant simple uncorrected refractive errors who
are randomised to ready-made spectacles or custom
spectacles, and to evaluate the potential cost savings to
programmes.

The hypothesis is that similar proportions of children
randomised to ready-made spectacles or custom spectacles
will be wearing their spectacles at 3—4 months.

Pilot study December 2014
A pilot study was undertaken in non-trial schools to test
all aspects of the trial and to provide data for the sample
size calculation, including the proportion of children
with uncorrected refractive errors who would be eligible
for ready-made spectacles.

Methods/design

The trial is a randomised, non-inferiority, double
masked clinical trial of children with simple uncorrected
refractive errors. A non-inferiority design was chosen, as
the benefits of ready-made spectacles are the consider-
ably lower cost and ease of dispensing, both of which
have the potential to increase the efficiency and cost
effectiveness of programmes. As millions of children are
affected by uncorrected refractive errors, the lower cost
of ready-made spectacles also has the potential to increase
coverage of school-based programmes. Under these cir-
cumstances a slightly lower acceptance of ready-made
spectacles, measured by spectacle wearing, might be
acceptable. The non-inferiority margin of 10 % was chosen
to balance the considerations of efficacy and secondary
benefits. The allocation ratio is approximately 1:1.

Study setting

The trial is being undertaken in government middle and
secondary schools in urban and peri-urban areas in and
around Bangalore, Karnataka state, India. The trial is
coordinated by Sankara Eye Hospital, Bangalore. The
field team consists of optometrists, dispensing opticians,
field workers and ophthalmologists, all of who are mem-
bers of staff at the Sankara Eye Hospital. Training, qual-
ity assurance and oversight of data collection are being
provided by staff at the International Centre for Eye
Health, London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine.

Participant eligibility

Inclusion criteria

For a student to be eligible for recruitment, he/she must
be aged 11-15 years, be present at school at the time of
screening, and meet all the following criteria: a) present-
ing visual acuity (with spectacles if usually worn) of less
than 6/9 in both eyes, b) visual acuity with full correc-
tion improves in the better seeing eye by two or more
lines, c) the spherical equivalent corrects the visual acu-
ity to not more than one line less than best corrected
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visual acuity with a full prescription in the better eye, d)
the difference between the spherical equivalent of the
right and left eyes is not more than 1 D, e) the inter-
pupillary distance (IPD) matches that of ready-made
spectacle frames available (54 to 62 mm) and f) spec-
tacle frames are of acceptable size and fit. Parents must
consent for their child to take part in the study.

Exclusion criteria

The following children are not being recruited: those
with other causes of visual loss or whose visual acuity
does not improve by two lines or more with spherical
equivalent lenses; there is more than 1 D of anisometro-
pia or parents do not consent. All these children are
being dispensed custom spectacles and are not recruited
to the trial.

Eligibility of those performing interventions

All refractions, prescribing and dispensing are being
undertaken by fully qualified optometrists, including the
lead investigator.

Identification of potential participants and recruitment

In the schools selected for the trial, trained field workers
measure visual acuity at the 6/9 level in each eye and
with both eyes open, with spectacles if the child usually
wears them. A LogMAR visual acuity chart in an illumi-
nated cabinet is being used at the recommended test dis-
tance of 6 metres to overcome variable illumination in
the classrooms. Children who pass the screening test are
given a green card and sent to another field worker who
registers their age and gender.

All children who fail screening undergo objective and
subjective refraction by an optometrist. The following
information is being recorded: objective refractive error
and corrected visual acuity in each eye; subjective
refractive error and best corrected visual acuity in each
eye. The spherical equivalent is calculated for each eye,
and visual acuities are measured and recorded for each
eye using the spherical equivalent. An optometrist then
decides whether the child is eligible for recruitment. All
children requiring spectacles, whether eligible for the
trial or not, are allowed to select the frames they prefer
from a range of coloured plastic or metallic frames. The
type of frame and the frame size needed are recorded.

All eligible children are given an information sheet
and consent form for their parents to sign which they
return to the school. A trained field worker goes through
an assent form with each child. Each child is allocated a
unique study number and randomised to ready-made
spectacles or custom spectacles. All those recruited are
given a red ID card that contains their name, their
father’s name, a mobile telephone number and study ID.
Children are asked to give the card to their class teacher
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so they can be identified when the trial spectacles are
delivered a few weeks later, to ensure that each child
receives the correct spectacles.

Children not eligible are either given a green card, if
spectacles are not required, or a red card if they need
custom spectacles or referral to Sankara Eye Hospital for
assessment of other eye conditions. These findings are
recorded by a field worker.

In both arms of the trial the same procedures are
followed, including the day on which spectacles are
delivered to the school. Before giving each child their
spectacles, their identity is confirmed by a field worker
using the red card issued at the time of recruitment.
Corrected visual acuity with the new spectacles is also
measured in each eye. Children not eligible for the trial
who require custom spectacles also receive their
spectacles at the same time.

Children, parents/carers, and teachers are not aware
which type of spectacles (ready-made spectacles or cus-
tom spectacles) each child receives (Fig. 1).

Sample size calculation

Parameters used in the sample size calculation include a
significance level of 0.05, 95 % confidence interval, 90 %
power and 1:1 allocation. The trial is powered to detect a
non-inferiority margin (A) of 10 %. No increase has been
added for loss to follow-up, as all eligible children present
on the day of the visit are being recruited, and high re-
sponse rates are anticipated based on previous experience.
Calculations, which were one sided, were performed using
a web-based sample size calculation programme (Sealed
Envelope, https://www.sealedenvelope.com/power/binary-
noninferior/, accessed 31 October 2014). A sample of
240-260 eligible children will be required in each arm of
the trial. The prevalence of uncorrected refractive errors
in the earlier study in Bangalore was 4 %. Assuming
approximately a third would not be eligible for ready-
made spectacles, the effective prevalence would be 2.6 %;
therefore, 20,000 children in 200 schools would need to
be screened.

Randomisation

The random allocation has been stratified by school. An
epidemiologist away from the study site generated the
allocation schedule in Excel using the rand between
function, using block randomisation with variable block
sizes. Two pre-printed adhesive labels were placed in
opaque envelopes, which were sealed and stamped in
London and Bangalore by persons not involved in the
trial. For each child recruited, the optometrist opens the
next envelope in sequence to see to which arm of the
trial the child has been allocated. One label has the
unique study ID number and code for ready-made
spectacles or custom spectacles which is adhered to the
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child’s data collection form. The other label, which only
has the unique study ID, is adhered to the red card is-
sued to the child.

Primary outcome

The primary outcome is the proportion of children who
are wearing their spectacles at an unannounced visit to
the school 3 to 4 months after delivery of the spectacles.
A field worker, masked to the allocation arm, assesses
spectacle wear using categories described by Wedner
[13]. Categories 1 or 2 below are used to define spectacle
wearing, and categories 3 or 4 as non-spectacle wearing:

1. wearing the spectacles at the time of the unannounced
visit

2. not wearing the spectacles at the time of the visit
but have them at school

3. not wearing the spectacles at the time of the visit
but said they are at home

4. not wearing the spectacles at the time of the visit as
they are broken or lost

Children categorised as non-spectacle wearing are
given an opportunity to give two reasons. The field
worker asks the child the reason and this is coded and
recorded on the follow-up data collection form.

Fieldwork has been planned such that the initial as-
sessment, delivery of spectacles and follow-up 3 to
4 months later do not coincide with school examination
periods, long school holidays, or the end of the school
year when children may leave school.

Data management

All field staff have undergone rigorous training, includ-
ing inter-observer agreement studies for visual acuity
measurement and refraction, and instruction on how to
record data.

Two password protected databases have been created
in Epidata and Excel, one for the primary outcome data
and the other for all other data. Consistency and range
checks have been built in. Data are double entered by
the lead investigator as soon as possible after recruit-
ment to monitor recruitment. During the trial all data
recording forms are kept in a locked cupboard or filing
cabinet in Sankara Eye Hospital and photocopies made
and transferred to London for data cleaning, where they
are again stored in a locked filing cabinet.

Data analyses

Analysis will be in the groups to which the children were
randomly allocated. We expect all children will have
been given the correct spectacles. The randomisation
code will only be broken once the analysis has been
completed. We do not plan any subgroup analysis.
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Comparability of the intervention and comparator groups
To assess comparability of the two groups, characteristics
of children in the intervention and comparator arms will
be compared by age, gender, degree of uncorrected
refractive errors, presenting visual acuity in the better eye,
peri-urban/urban school and whether they previously
wore spectacles which required replacement.

Primary analysis
The proportion of children wearing or having their
spectacles with them at school at 3 to 4 months will be
compared between the intervention and comparator
arms, using the risk difference with 95 % confidence
intervals.

We will also calculate and present the risk ratio with
95 % confidence intervals.

Cost savings to programmes

Analysis of cost savings to programmes of ready-made
spectacles will only be undertaken if analysis of the pri-
mary outcome demonstrates non-inferiority. The unit
cost of ready-made spectacles (CoStgeady-made spectacles)
and custom spectacles (Costeustom spectactes) Will be calcu-
lated. The cost of dispensing spectacles to the two
groups of children in the study will be determined as
follows:

A = not eligible for the trial and dispensed custom
spectacles

B = eligible for randomisation, that is, suitable for
ready-made spectacles

The cost of programmes without ready-made spectacles

COStCustom only _ A * CostCustom + Bx COStCustom
The cost of programmes with ready-made spectacles

COStReady»made used __ A % COStCustom + B
% CostReady-made

The cost savings to programmes

COStCuStom only _ COStReady-made used

Additional analyses

(i) Reasons for non-spectacle wear
Reasons for non-wear will be compared in children
who were not wearing ready-made spectacles or
custom spectacles.

(il) Predictors for spectacle wear
We will investigate factors that may affect spectacle
wear in this cohort such as gender, age, degree of
uncorrected refractive error in the better seeing eye,
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previously wore spectacles, and parental spectacle
wear using multivariable logistic regression analysis.

Data monitoring

A data monitoring committee will not be required, as
both the intervention and comparator arms are not
novel procedures and are in common use. There is no
reason to expect significant adverse effects. Interim and
subgroup analyses are not planned, and there will be no
stopping rules.

Harm

Inaccurate prescribing or fitting of spectacles can cause
blurred vision and/or symptoms of eyestrain or headache
whilst the spectacles are worn. All refractions in this trial
will be undertaken by highly experienced optometrists,
and so inaccurate prescribing is highly unlikely. In
addition, children who have refractive errors not suitable
for ready-made spectacles will not be eligible for the
trial, thus reducing the risk of symptoms arising through
under/over correction.

Children will not be specifically asked whether they
have these symptoms but will be offered the opportunity
to say whether symptoms were the reason why they dis-
continued wearing spectacles at the time of the
unannounced follow-up visit. Any child who says that
blurred vision, eyestrain or headaches were why they did
not wear their spectacles will be refracted again and
given a new pair of spectacles, if required.

Ethics and dissemination

Ethical approval has been obtained from the Interven-
tions Research Ethics Committee, LSHTM and the Insti-
tutional Review Board of Sankara Eye Institute. All
investigators will contribute to the dissemination strat-
egy, which is likely to include a summary of the findings
for head teachers, a report for the website of both insti-
tutions, publications in peer-reviewed journals, presenta-
tion at national (UK and India) and international
conferences.

Protocol amendment
No important protocol modifications, such as changes
to eligibility criteria, were required.

Consent

Weritten informed approval has been obtained in the
local language by the lead collaborator in India from
each school authority, head teacher and/or the school
administrator to allow the school to participate in the
study. Written informed consent is being obtained from
parents of children recruited to the trial. Parents of the
children are being sent an information sheet which
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explains the study procedure along with the consent
form in the local language.

Guidelines are being followed for school screening in
India and by the collaborating institute which state that
before starting screening at each school, children should
be given verbal information about the study and an ex-
planation of the procedures by trained field workers,
which allows children to ask questions.

Confidentiality

Data are kept confidential and no identifiers are entered
into the databases. Data are anonymised by allocating a
unique study ID for each participant. The unique study
ID will be used to merge the two study datasets.

Paper records are being stored in a locked filing cabinet
at LSHTM, and the data will be made readily available in
a public domain after the initial analyses and results are
published. At the end of the study, the data will be
archived at LSHTM.

Access to data

A memorandum of understanding has been drawn up
between the two institutions highlighting intellectual
property issues, which include data sharing and making
the database available online.

Post-trial care

It is recommended that school vision testing be repeated
every two years, to identify children whose spectacles
need to be replaced as well as to screen children aged
11-12 years for the first time. This will be discussed
with head teachers, who may want to consider training
teachers to measure visual acuity, with support from
Sankara Eye Hospital. This is the process adopted in
other schools in the locality.

Discussion

This trial is designed to investigate whether low-cost,
high-quality, ready-made spectacles result in comparable
rates of spectacle wear at 3 to 4 months as more expen-
sive custom spectacles and how much cost savings there
would be to programmes.

The dissemination strategy will include a summary of
the findings for head teachers, a report for the websites
of both institutions, publications in peer-reviewed jour-
nals and presentations at national (UK and India) and
international conferences. In India the findings will be
shared with the State Ministry of Health, State Ministry
of Education and specifically the Government of India’s
‘Rashtriya Bal Swasthya Karyakram’ (RBSK) programme,
which includes refractive error, technically called the
‘Child Health Screening and Early Intervention Services’.
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Trial status

At the time of submission recruitment was ongoing.
Recruitment started on 12 January 2015 and ended on
31 July 2015. A total of 23,345 children were screened
and 460 recruited.

Abbreviation
D: dioptres.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Authors’ contributions

PM: Conception and design; data collection; manuscript writing and final
approval of the manuscript. CG: Conception and design; revising draft for
important intellectual content; final approval of the manuscript. JE: Design;
revising draft for important intellectual content; final approval of the
manuscript; KM: Design; revising draft for important intellectual content; final
approval of the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final
manuscript.

Acknowledgements

We wish to thank the following for all their contributions: the L'Occitane
Fondation and Vision Impact Institute, the funding agencies; staff at the
International Centre for Eye Health, London; management and optometrists
at Sankara Eye Hospital, Bangalore; Miss Shalini Shashidharan project
coordinator and Kumari B lead optometrist at Sankara Eye Hospital.

This trial was sponsored by the London School of Hygiene & Tropical
Medicine (Patricia Henley, Quality and Governance Manager).

Author details

'International Centre for Eye Health (ICEH), Clinical Research Department,
London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine, Keppel Street, London WCTE
7HT, UK. *Sankara Eye Hospital, Varthur Main Road, Marthahalli, Bangalore,
Karnataka 560037, India.

Received: 13 July 2015 Accepted: 11 January 2016

References

1. Resnikoff S, Pascolini D, Mariotti SP, Pokharel GP. Global magnitude of visual
impairment caused by uncorrected refractive errors in 2004. Bull World
Health Organ. 2008,36(1):63-70.

2. Dandona R, Dandona L, Srinivas M, Sahare P, Narsaiah S, Munoz SR, et al.
Refractive error in children in a rural population in India. Invest Ophthalmol
Vis Sci. 2002;43(3):615-22.

3. Kalikivayi V, Naduvilath TJ, Bansal AK, Dandona L. Visual impairment in
school children in southern India. Indian J Ophthalmol. 1997;45(2):129-34.

4. Murthy GV, Gupta SK, Ellwein LB, Munoz SR, Pokharel GP, Sanga L, et al.
Refractive error in children in an urban population in New Delhi. Invest
Ophthalmol Vis Sci. 2002;43(3):623-31.

5. Sharma A, Congdon N, Patel M, Gilbert C. School-based approaches to the
correction of refractive error in children. Surv Ophthalmol. 2012,57(3):272-83.

6. Ma X, Zhou Z, YiH, Pang X, Shi Y, Chen Q, et al. Effect of providing free
glasses on children’s educational outcomes in China: cluster randomized
controlled trial. BMJ. 2014;349:95740.

7. Fricke TR, Holden BA, Wilson DA, Schlenther G, Naidoo KS, Resnikoff S, et al.
Global cost of correcting vision impairment from uncorrected refractive
error. Bull World Health Organ. 2012;,90(10):728-38.

8. Jose R, Sachdeva S. School eye screening and the National Program for
Control of Blindness. Indian Pediatr. 2009;46(3):205-8.

9. Messer DH, Mitchell GL, Twelker JD, Crescioni M, Group CS. Spectacle wear
in children given spectacles through a school-based program. Optom Vis
Sci. 2012,89(1):19-26.

10. Rustagi N, Uppal Y, Taneja DK. Screening for visual impairment: outcome
among schoolchildren in a rural area of Delhi. Indian J Ophthalmol. 2012;
60(3):203-6.

11. Congdon N, Zheng M, Sharma A, Choi K, Song Y, Zhang M, et al. Prevalence
and determinants of spectacle nonwear among rural Chinese secondary



Morjaria et al. Trials (2016) 17:36

20.

21,

22.

23.

schoolchildren: the Xichang Pediatric Refractive Error Study Report 3. Arch
Ophthalmol. 2008;126(12):1717-23.

Gogate P, Mukhopadhyaya D, Mahadik A, Naduvilath TJ, Sane S, Shinde A,
et al. Spectacle compliance amongst rural secondary school children in
Pune district, India. Indian J Ophthalmol. 2013;61(1):8-12.

Wedner S, Masanja H, Bowman R, Todd J, Bowman R, Gilbert C. Two
strategies for correcting refractive errors in school students in Tanzania:
randomised comparison, with implications for screening programmes.

Br J Ophthalmol. 2008,92(1):19-24.

Congdon N, Li L, Zhang M, Yang A, Gao Y, Griffiths S, et al. Randomized,
controlled trial of an educational intervention to promote spectacle use in
rural China: the see well to learn well study. Ophthalmology. 2011;118(12):
2343-50.

Zeng Y, Keay L, He M, Mai J, Munoz B, Brady C, et al. A randomized, clinical
trial evaluating ready-made and custom spectacles delivered via a school-
based screening program in China. Ophthalmology. 2009;116(10):1839-45.
Khandekar RB, Gogri UP, Al HS. The impact of spectacle wear compliance
on the visual function related quality of life of Omani students: a historical
cohort study. Oman J Ophthalmol. 2013;6(3):199-202.
von-Bischhoffshausen FB, Munoz B, Riquelme A, Ormeno MJ, Silva JC.
Spectacle-wear compliance in school children in Concepcion Chile.
Ophthalmic Epidemiol. 2014;21(6):362-9.

Castanon Holguin AM, Congdon N, Patel N, Ratcliffe A, Esteso P, Toledo Flores
S, et al. Factors associated with spectacle-wear compliance in school-aged
Mexican children. Invest Ophthalmol Vis Sci. 2006;47(3):925-8.

Vincent JE, Netek S, Parry A, Mladenovich D, Thein NN, Amendola PR.
Reported wearing compliance of ready-made spectacles at 6 and 12
months. Optom Vis Sci. 2010;87(12):958-65.

Yabumoto C, Hopker LM, Daguano CR, Basilio FMA, Robl R, Rodrigues DB, et
al. Factors associated with spectacles-use compliance in a visual screening
program for children From Southern Brazil. Invest Ophthalmol Vis Sci. 2009;
50(5):2439.

Ethan D, Basch CE, Platt R, Bogen E, Zybert P. Implementing and evaluating
a school-based program to improve childhood vision. J Sch Health. 2010;
80(7):340-5. quiz 68-70.

Li L, Song Y, Liu X, Lu B, Choi K, Lam DS, et al. Spectacle acceptance among
secondary school students in rural China: the Xichang Pediatric Refractive Error
Study (X-PRES)-report 5. Invest Ophthalmol Vis Sci. 2008,49(7):2895-902.
Odedra N, Wedner SH, Shigongo ZS, Nyalali K, Gilbert C. Barriers to
spectacle use in Tanzanian secondary school students. Ophthalmic
Epidemiol. 2008;15(6):410-7.

Page 8 of 8

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and we will help you at every step:

* We accept pre-submission inquiries

e Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal

* We provide round the clock customer support

e Convenient online submission

* Thorough peer review

e Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services

* Maximum visibility for your research

Submit your manuscript at

www.biomedcentral.com/submit () BioMed Central




	Abstract
	Background
	Methods/design
	Discussion
	Trial registration

	Background
	Purpose
	Pilot study December 2014

	Methods/design
	Study setting
	Participant eligibility
	Inclusion criteria
	Exclusion criteria

	Eligibility of those performing interventions
	Identification of potential participants and recruitment
	Sample size calculation
	Randomisation
	Primary outcome
	Data management
	Data analyses
	Comparability of the intervention and comparator groups
	Primary analysis
	Cost savings to programmes
	Additional analyses

	Data monitoring
	Harm
	Ethics and dissemination
	Protocol amendment
	Consent
	Confidentiality
	Access to data
	Post-trial care

	Discussion
	Trial status
	Abbreviation

	Competing interests
	Authors’ contributions
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	References



