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Background and Objective: Proof-of-concept study to test the feasibility of using an all-in-one portable retinal camera for the 
screening of diabetic retinopathy in the Pacific Island of Vanuatu, which has a high rate of diabetes and its associated complications 
and a dearth of ophthalmologists.
Study Design/Materials and methods: From February 10, 2020, through February 28, 2020, 49 patients with diabetes mellitus 
from three islands in Vanuatu were recruited to participate in the study. Demographics, basic health data and retinal photography were 
obtained. A non-mydriatic, handheld camera was used (Volk Pictor Plus).
Results: Eleven participants (24%) had referral-warranted diabetic retinopathy. There was moderately high inter-rater reliability for 
our dependent variables: referral status (κ = 0.62, 95% CI 0.42–0.83), retinopathy severity (κ = 0.76, 95% CI 0.55–0.96), and clinically 
significant macular edema (κ = 0.50, 95% CI 0.25–0.74).
Conclusion: Our study confirms that portable handheld cameras can be used to obtain retinal images of sufficient quality for diabetic 
retinopathy screening even in resource limited environments like Vanuatu. Among this cohort, a relatively high (24%) prevalence of 
referral-warranted diabetic retinopathy was found in Vanuatu.
Keywords: diabetic retinopathy, retinal screening, Vanuatu, portable retinal camera, Pictor

Introduction
Diabetes mellitus is a leading cause of death and disability worldwide. Among its sequelae, diabetic retinopathy is the 
most common microvascular complication and affects most patients with a history of diabetes for 15 years or more. 
Diabetes is a worldwide epidemic and has particularly affected the islands of Vanuatu, where 10.9% of adults carry the 
diagnosis.1 Diabetic retinopathy is one of the major causes of visual impairment in the South Pacific Islands and 
the second most common diabetes-related complication in Vanuatu.2,3 Smith et al reported a prevalence of diabetic 
retinopathy of 52.9% in diabetic patients studied in 2007 and emphasized the need for a “baseline screening program 
with ophthalmologic assessment and follow up” in order to enable adequate intervention and treatment.4 Recently, 
a report on Vanuatu’s non-communicable disease strategic plan, as part of the country’s government-funded healthcare 
system, listed annual screening for diabetic retinopathy as very cost effective.5

Nevertheless, there is still no screening program for diabetic retinopathy in Vanuatu. Like many Pacific Island nations, 
Vanuatu has relied heavily on visiting teams of eye doctors to perform screenings, leaving them without a reliable and 
consistent screening or treatment program. However, in recent years, there has been a drastic improvement in eye care 
infrastructure, including the construction of a new ophthalmology clinic, the arrival of the country’s first permanent 
ophthalmologist, and the successful training of eye nurses in high resolution retinal photography. As such, there are now 
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more opportunities to create an effective screening program for diabetic retinopathy. This can be done through 
teleophthalmology, which is among the most efficient screening strategies for diabetic retinopathy due to the cost- 
effectiveness and the ability to be used in both rural and urban settings.6,7

There has been an increase in the accessibility of portable, high resolution retinal fundus cameras worldwide, which 
have been shown to have high-sensitivity for referral-warranted diabetic retinopathy.8–10 Due to their portability, 
relatively low cost, ease of use, and wide availability, these retinal cameras have the potential to be transported to the 
most remote islands of Vanuatu to aid in nationwide screening.11

As such, the objective of this proof-of-concept study is to test the feasibility of using a portable, handheld retinal 
camera for the screening of referral-warranted diabetic retinopathy.

Methods
This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board at the University of Michigan (HUM00171292, Diabetic 
Retinopathy in Vanuatu) and the Ethics Committee at the Vanuatu Ministry of Health. Informed consent was obtained 
from all individuals participating in the described study.

Study participant inclusion criteria included patients aged 18 years or older with Type 1 or Type 2 diabetes who had 
an appointment at the non-communicable disease clinic of the three principal hospitals (Vila Central, Godden Memorial, 
and Northern Provincial Hospital) on the Vanuatu islands of Efate, Ambae, and Santo, respectively. Patients were 
recruited and data was obtained from February 10, 2020, through February 28, 2020. Patients were excluded if they were 
under 18-years old, if they declined participation, or if they could not consent to the study. Type 1 and type 2 diabetes 
patients were not differentiated. There were 49 participants included in the study. Additionally, three patients were 
excluded from retinal image analysis due to the lack of gradable images. Consent was obtained to publish the study 
results.

Procedures
Survey data was obtained by two medical students (JC and YZ) from the University of Michigan with the aid of a nurse 
language interpreter. Copies of the survey and consent forms were also provided both in English and Bislama as desired. 
Participants were asked to complete a survey that included demographic factors (including age and sex), diabetic self- 
management, and lifestyle factors. Visual acuity, point-of care fasting blood sugar levels (mmol/L), blood pressure, and 
body mass index (BMI) were also obtained from the recorded patient vital signs on their clinic intake form, or from 
examination of the participant during the index visit if the information was available.

Retinal photography was taken in a darkened room using a non-mydriatic handheld portable fundus digital imaging 
camera system, the Volk Pictor Plus (Volk Optical, Mentor, OH, USA), which takes 40-degree field of view fundus 
images. Tropicamide 1% ophthalmic was used for pupil dilation to facilitate image acquisition if patients consented to do 
so. Participants were not required to use dilating drops for the study, but when consent was obtained, drops were instilled 
approximately ten minutes prior to retinal photography. Non-mydriatic retinal images were obtained in ten participants 
(20.4%) who declined dilating eye drops. Mydriatic retinal images were obtained in the remaining thirty-nine participants 
(79.6%). Three patients were excluded from the analysis of referral status because retinal images were not successfully 
obtained. Photographs were taken by medical students (JC and YZ) with about two hours of hands-on practice with the 
Volk Pictor Plus in addition reviewing the operating manual. The photographer captured three retinal images of the 
macula, fovea, optic disc, vascular arcades, and adjacent structures to ensure adequate field of view to determine referral- 
warranted status. Although multiple images were taken for each patient, not all of them were gradable or included the 
above structures. These images were used in the study analysis.

Images were graded for image quality (excellent, acceptable, and not gradable) based on a previously published 
scale.10 A photograph was considered excellent if it was in focus and the entire posterior pole was visualized. An image 
was considered acceptable if it was overexposed, underexposed, or out of focus but adequate to determine the presence or 
absence of pathology. An ungradable photograph was one in which the image was out of focus or obscured without being 
able to determine pathology. This grading scheme was adapted from the National Health Service (United Kingdom) 
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Diabetic Grading Forms.12–14 Images were stored in the camera’s internal memory and linked with the corresponding 
survey data using a de-identified number.

Remote Image Interpretation
After data acquisition, images were exported to a HIPAA secure online database and stored as individual JPEG images. 
Images were grouped by eye (OD, OS). A total of 209 gradable images were taken with the Pictor plus. The eyes of all 
patients could not be imaged due to patient or technical factors, including cataracts, corneal/media opacities, or other 
patient/environmental factors. All patients used in the analysis had at least one eye with usable images. Images and 
subfolders were given a random identifier in order to mask the two retina specialists (YMP and JR). Prior to initiation of 
image grading, there was 100% inter-rater agreement for referral-warranted diabetic retinopathy on a sample of 20 
randomly selected images.

Images were graded based on image quality, the presence or absence of diabetic retinopathy, and the severity level of 
the retinopathy by two masked retina specialists (YMP and JR). Grading was based on the international clinical diabetic 
retinopathy and diabetic macular edema disease severity scales.15 Clinically significant macular edema was defined as 
retinal thickening or hard exudates approaching the center of the macula or involving the center of the macula (within 
500 microns).16 Moreover, image quality was graded based on gradeability (see above). Retinopathy severity level was 
evaluated as ungradable, no retinopathy, mild non-proliferative diabetic retinopathy (NPDR), moderate NPDR, severe 
NPDR, and proliferative diabetic retinopathy (PDR). Clinically significant macular edema (CSME) was also graded as 
present, absent, or ungradable. Any patient with CSME or with a retinopathy severity level greater than mild NPDR was 
considered referral-warranted (Figure 1). If CSME or retinopathy was ungradable, the image was considered ungradable. 
Discrepancies (gradable vs ungradable) in grades between readers remained de-identified and were reviewed a second 
time. Any further discrepancies were adjudicated by a third retina specialist grader (CB).

Statistical Analysis
Survey data, visual acuity, fasting blood sugar levels (mmol/L), blood pressure, and BMI were summarized both by location 
and by referral status. For referral status, only gradable images were used. Participants were included in the analysis if there 
was at least one eye that was gradable. Descriptive statistics were performed on retinal images based on grading. Either 
t-test or Wilcoxon rank sum test for continuous variables were used depending on the distribution of the data; and either chi- 
square test or Fisher’s exact tests were used for categorical variables depending on the distribution of the data. These tests 
were performed using SAS version 9.4 (SAS Institute, Cary, NC, USA). Inter-observer reliability was assessed for quality 
of retinal images, retinopathy severity, CSME, and referral status using Cohen’s kappa statistic.17 Kappa statistic was 
performed using the GraphPad Quickcalcs website (www.graphpad.com/quickcalcs/kappa1, San Diego, CA).

Figure 1 Gradable retinal images taken during the study; (A) no diabetic retinopathy; (B) referral-warranted diabetic retinopathy with clinically-significant macular edema.
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Results
Forty-nine patients representing the islands of Efate, Santo, and Ambae were included in the study. Study participants 
were divided equally by sex and had a mean (± standard deviation) age of 57±10. Body mass index (BMI, 27±4kg/m2), 
systolic blood pressure (138±22 mmHg), and blood glucose levels (14±5.8 mmol/L) were also similar between islands. 
Most participants received their diabetes diagnoses during routine screening (86%) and reported adherence to their 
diabetes medication regimen (84%). About half of study participants reported a dilated eye exam in the past (Table 1). 
More than half of participants reported having vision (65%) or foot (63%) complications as a result of their diabetes. 
There were 11 participants (24%) with referral-warranted diabetic retinopathy versus 35 participants (76%) who did not 
have referral-warranted diabetic retinopathy (Table 2). There were no significant differences in age or sex between 
referral and non-referral-warranted patients. BMI (27.7 vs 27.2 kg/m2), systolic blood pressure (138.3 vs 138.0 mm Hg), 
blood glucose levels (12.8 vs 13.9 mmol/L), and visual acuity were also similar between referral and non-referral- 
warranted groups (all p > 0.05). Most patients in both groups (81.8% vs 82.8%) reported adequate adherence to their 
diabetic medication regimen.

Out of the 95 eyes imaged, there was 100% agreement of ungradable images between graders and these images were 
excluded. For referral status, a third grader was required to reach a consensus in 11 eyes. There were 15 eyes (16%) that 
were considered to have referral-warranted diabetic retinopathy versus 69 eyes (73%) that did not require referral 
(Table 3). There was full agreement (κ = 1) on whether an image was of adequate quality for analysis. There was 
moderately high inter-rater reliability for referral status (κ = 0.62, 95% CI 0.42–0.83), retinopathy severity (κ = 0.76, 
95% CI 0.55–0.96), and CSME (κ = 0.50, 95% CI 0.25–0.74; Table 4).

Discussion
We performed a proof-of-concept study evaluating the use of a portable, handheld retinal fundus camera to screen for 
diabetic retinopathy in patients with diabetes in Vanuatu. We found that 24% of our cohort had referral-warranted 

Table 1 Demographics and Diabetes Management by Island in Vanuatu

Variable Total (n = 49) Port Vila (n = 23) Santo (n = 19) Ambae (n = 7)

Age (years; mean, SD) 57 (10) 57 (10) 56 (10) 59 (13)

Sex (male, %) 23 (47) 7 (30) 14 (74) 2 (29)

BMI (mean, SD) 27 (4.0) 29 (2.9) 26 (3.9) 25 (5.1)
Blood Pressure (mmHg)

Systolic (mean, SD) 138 (22) 138 (23) 139 (26) 139 (9.3)

Diastolic (mean, SD) 83 (13) 80 (11) 86 (14) 83 (11)
Blood glucose (mmol/L; mean, SD)a 14 (5.8) 14 (4.8) 13 (6.9) 12 (5.7)

Visual Acuity

LogMAR (mean, SD)
OD 0.23 (0.24) 0.25 (0.24) 0.17 (0.27) 0.32 (0.19)

OS 0.23 (0.23) 0.26 (0.24) 0.19 (0.26) 0.24 (0.11)

Snellen Equivalent (mean, SD)
OD 20/34 (35) 20/36 (35) 20/30 (37) 20/42 (31)

OS 20/34 (34) 20/36 (35) 20/31 (36) 20/35 (26)

Location of Diabetes Diagnosis (%)
During routine screening 42 (86) 20 (87) 16 (84) 6 (86)

During hospitalization 7 (14) 3 (13) 3 (16) 1 (14)

Prior dilated eye exam (%) 27 (55) 12 (52) 10 (53) 5 (71)
Reported adherence to diabetic medication regimen (%)

Somewhat 5 (10) 3 (13) 2 (11) 0 (0)

Very much 41 (84) 19 (83) 15 (79) 7 (100)
Unknown 3 (6.1) 1 (4.3) 2 (11) 0 (0)

Note: aPoint of care blood glucose (normal 4.0–5.4 mmol/L). 
Abbreviations: SD, standard deviation; BMI, body mass index; LogMAR, Logarithm of the Minimum Angle of Resolution; OD, right eye; OS, left eye.
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diabetic retinopathy (DR), which was consistent with the 23.5% of participants with sight-threatening DR among diabetic 
patients in Vanuatu reported by Smith et al in 2007.4 This high prevalence is problematic, especially due to the 
insufficient screening for DR in Vanuatu. Based on our data, only about half of the study population reported a prior 
dilated retinal exam, compared to almost 80% of U.S patients with diabetes who reported a dilated retinal exam over 24 
months.18 This puts many of these patients at risk of vision loss and blindness due to inadequate early detection and 
intervention. The impact of pupil dilation was unclear, as most of our participants were dilated, although our main 
methodological goal was to obtain an adequate view of the fundus. The study did not evaluate the lens status. 
Furthermore, the elevated mean systolic blood pressure and blood sugar in this study indicate that these patients are at 
higher risk of developing DR.19 As such, an effective screening method for DR in Vanuatu is imperative.

Table 2 Demographics and Diabetes Management by Diabetic Retinopathy Referral Statusa

Variable (n = 46) Referral n = 11 Non-Referral n = 35 p-value

Age (years; mean, SD) 55.5 (8.8) 57.4 (10.3) 0.20
Sex (male) 5 (45.5) 18 (51.4) 0.73

BMI (mean, SD) 27.7 (3.6) 27.2 (3.9) 0.72

Blood Pressure (mmHg)
Systolic (mean, SD) 138.3 (33.6) 138.0 (18.8) 0.63

Diastolic (mean, SD) 84.4 (17.7) 81.4 (10.9) 0.88

Blood glucose (mmol/L; mean, SD)b 12.8 (5.3) 13.9 (6.0) 0.74
Visual Acuity

LogMAR (mean, SD)
OD 0.22 (0.20) 0.21 (0.25) 0.65

OS 0.12 (0.17) 0.24 (0.24) 0.17

Snellen Equivalent (mean, SD)
OD 20/33 (32) 20/32 (36)

OS 20/26 (30) 20/35 (35)

Location of Diabetes Diagnosis (%) 0.33
During routine screening 8 (72.7) 31 (88.6)

During hospitalization 3 (27.3) 4 (11.4)

Prior dilated eye exam (%) 8 (72.7) 16 (45.7) 0.12
Reported adherence to diabetic medication regimen (%) 0.64

Somewhat 2 (18.2) 3 (8.6)

Very much 9 (81.8) 29 (82.8)
Unknown 0 3 (8.6)

Notes: aThree participants were excluded due to lack of gradable images. bPoint of care blood glucose (normal 4.0–5.4 mmol/L). 
Continuous variables are presented with mean and standard deviation. Categorical variables are presented with N (%). 
Abbreviations: SD, standard deviation; BMI, body mass index; LogMAR, Logarithm of the Minimum Angle of Resolution; OD, right eye; OS, 
left eye.

Table 3 Referral Status by Grader Based the Diagnosis of DR in 
Retinal Images (n = 95 Eyes)

Variable Grader 1 Grader 2 Consensusa, b

Referral Statusc (%)

Ungradable 11 (12) 11 (12) 11 (12)
Non-referral 73 (86) 63 (66) 69 (73)
Referral 11 (12) 21 (22) 15 (16)

Notes: aThe final consensus between graders for referral status. bA third grader (n = 
11 eyes) was used to provide final consensus for discrepancies between grader 1 and 
grader 2. cDefined as gradable images with CSME present or a retinopathy severity that 
was at least moderate.
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The ideal screening modality in a low resource, rural setting must be cost-effective, portable, non-invasive, and 
reliable regardless of training level.6 We used the Volk Pictor Plus, a commercially available, handheld, non-mydriatic 
retinal camera. Accessible camera-based telemedicine screening programs have been shown to lead to saved sight- 
years.20 Although this camera costs approximately US $4000-$10,000, this pales in comparison to the healthcare costs 
associated with blindness.21,22

Due to the portability of the Pictor Plus, our team was able to travel across three different islands in Vanuatu without 
requiring extensive equipment. As for quality, only 12% of the retinal images taken were ungradable, despite the limited 
training of the photographers. This number of ungradable images is consistent with and sometimes less than prior studies 
screening for retinopathy in low-resource settings.23 We also found that about 16% of eyes (and 24% of participants) 
imaged had referral-warranted diabetic retinopathy, which is also consistent with the 17% of referral-warranted DR in 
a primary care study by Toy et al.24

Furthermore, there was moderately high agreement between the two retina specialists in terms of referral status (κ = 
0.62), retinopathy severity (κ = 0.76), and the presence of CSME (κ = 0.50). There was also full agreement (κ = 1) on 
whether an image was of adequate quality for analysis. For diabetic retinopathy screening purposes, images should be of 
adequate quality to be analyzed, which is why our analysis only differentiated between ungradable versus gradable 
images for quality. In a study by Rego et al interrater reliability for diabetic retinopathy was similar (κ = 0.49) and 

Table 4 Inter-Rater Reliability Between Graders for Image Quality, Retinopathy Severity, the Presence of 
Macular Edema, and Referral Status (N= 95 Eyes)

Variable Kappa (95% CI)

Image quality

Grader 2

Ungradable Gradable

Ungradable Grader 1 6 0 1 (1, 1)
Gradable 0 89

Referral statusa

Grader 2

No referral Referral

No referral Grader 1 63 10 0.62 (0.42, 0.83)
Referral 0 11

Retinopathy severitya

Grader 2

Normal/mild NPDR Mod/severe NPDR PDR

Normal/mild NPDR Grader 1 75 1 0
Mod/severe NPDR 4 7 0 0.76 (0.55, 0.96)
PDR 0 0 2

CSMEa

Grader 2

None Present

None Grader 1 66 10 0.50 (0.25, 0.74)

Present 1 7

Note: aThere was 100% agreement for ungradable images in all categories. Ungradable images are excluded in this table. 
Abbreviations: CI, confidence interval; Mod, moderate; NPDR, non-proliferative diabetic retinopathy; PDR, proliferative diabetic 
retinopathy; CSME, clinically significant macular edema.
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increased with improved image quality.25 The images taken by our portable retinal camera were of enough quality to 
provide a reliable screening diagnosis of referral-warranted DR. The above study also demonstrated worsened reliability 
with poorer quality images, emphasizing the need for these patients to be referred to an ophthalmologist. While we did 
not evaluate the performance of the Volk Pictor Plus in this study, it has been shown to be 64–88% sensitive and 71–90% 
specific using a photographer with similar training.8 Standard screening for diabetic retinopathy generally requires 
indirect ophthalmoscopy, which requires high technical skill. Unfortunately, traditional screening is not readily available 
in Vanuatu, particularly at remote sites. This highlights the need for a program to screen patients.

Handheld cameras, on the other hand, are portable and require less training. Although there is some controversy and 
variability in the literature about the quality of images taken with handheld non-mydriatic cameras, retinal photography 
can be obtained with high quality images with limited training.12,26,27 While most participants were dilated prior to image 
acquisition in this study, we do not think that this was necessary or important for acquisition of gradable images. 
Sengupta et al showed that, in patients with vision-threatening diabetic retinopathy, pupil dilation only led to a minimal 
improvement in sensitivity when using a non-mydriatic camera.13 As such, we do not recommend eye drops for pupillary 
dilation in future studies and screening programs.

The majority of the participants in the study (86%) were diagnosed with diabetes through screening held by the 
Ministry of Health in Vanuatu. These patients are subsequently followed at the non-communicable disease (NCD) clinic 
with routine BMI, blood pressure, and blood sugar measurements. Visual acuity measurement has also been implemented 
but is not regularly performed. While these variables are practical for assessing a patient’s disease progression, our study 
did not find them useful for predicting referral-warranted retinal disease, as there were no differences between patients 
with referral and non-referral-warranted disease. Nevertheless, if non-mydriatic portable retinal cameras are integrated in 
the NCD clinic workflow, they could be effectively used for screening in the primary care setting. Furthermore, local eye 
nurses could be effectively trained in the photographic detection of DR and identification of referral warranted DR as 
described by Boucher et al.28 Andonegui et al similarly demonstrated that general practitioners can be trained to achieve 
high sensitivity and specificity in the detection of DR29 with retinal photographs. By developing a tele-ophthalmology 
program, these retinal images can be stored and sent to the eye team in Port Vila and Santo for further analysis. This 
would allow for more frequent follow up for patients with severe DR, which should be done at least every 1–2 years in 
low-resource settings based on global guidelines.30 Artificial intelligence (AI) could also be used to perform image 
evaluation for detection of DR.31

This proof-of-concept study was limited by multiple factors, although it does provide us with evidence that a portable 
retinal camera can be used for screening of diabetic retinopathy. The study’s small sample size could have led to a Type 2 
error in the data analysis. In a larger, second-stage feasibility study, we may find a significant difference between groups. 
There was also a disparate representation of patients between the different islands studied, which could have biased the 
results. Given that participants were recruited to participate after their NCD clinic appointment, selection bias could have 
been introduced. However, this was the most efficient way to determine the prevalence of diabetic retinopathy in the 
diabetic population of Vanuatu in our proof-of-concept study. Retinal image quality was also limited for the purpose of 
prevalence analysis for numerous reasons. Photographers were not ophthalmic photographers and received limited initial 
training. However, this mimics the real-world limited training of photographers in many of these screening photography 
programs. Image quality could have also been compromised due to the language barrier between the photographers and 
the study participants. We were also unable to compare our images from images obtained from other imaging techniques, 
given the limited availability of imaging in Vanuatu. Nevertheless, our retina specialists used validated, consistent 
grading criteria and non-gradable images that were not used in our analysis. The Pictor Plus has also been validated as 
a retinal camera in the studies mentioned above.

In summary, our study confirms the high prevalence of referral-warranted DR in Vanuatu. Our results suggest 
that handheld portable retinal cameras like the Volk Pictor Plus can be used to obtain retinal images of sufficient 
quality for effective diabetic retinopathy screening due to their portability, non-mydriatic capabilities, relatively 
limited training required for use, and cost-effectiveness. Moving forward, a validation study consisting of image 
acquisition by trained local nurses and image analysis by the Port Vila ophthalmology team could be performed. 
Additionally, a study evaluating the capacity for follow-up and treatment of positive and ungradable cases should be 
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assessed to further evaluate the infrastructure capabilities for a telemedicine program in Vanuatu. 
A teleophthalmology screening program could assist with the prevention of blindness due to diabetic retinopathy 
in Vanuatu and other Pacific Islands.

Data Access
Data cannot be shared publicly due to HIPAA privacy laws. Data is available from the University of Michigan 
Institutional Data Access/ Ethics Committee for researchers who meet the criteria to access confidential de-identified 
data.

Acknowledgments
Juan Caceres and Yibing Zhang are co-first authors for this study. This work was sponsored by a grant from the National 
Eye Institute (1K08EY027458, PI YMP), Alcon Research Institute Young Investigator Grant (PI YMP), unrestricted 
departmental support from Research to Prevent Blindness, generous support of the Helmut F. Stern Career Development 
Professorship in Ophthalmology and Visual Sciences (YMP), and the University of Michigan Department of 
Ophthalmology and Visual Sciences. We would like to thank the physicians, nurses, and staff at Godden Memorial 
Hospital, Northern Provincial Hospital, and Vila Central Hospital for all the support. We would also like to thank Alexis 
Cullen for helping us with the conception, design, and logistics of the trip. We finally thank Dr. David Musch for 
statistical guidance for the project.

Author Contributions
All authors made a significant contribution to the work reported, whether that was in the conception, study design, 
execution, acquisition of data, analysis and interpretation, or in all these areas. All authors revised the work and approved 
the final submitted version. All authors also have agreed both to be personally accountable for the author’s own 
contributions and ensure that any questions related to the accuracy or integrity of the work are appropriately addressed.

Disclosure
None of the authors has a conflict of interest relevant to this paper.

References
1. International Diabetes Federation. Vanuatu Country Report. IDF Diabetes Atlas; 2017. Available from: https://diabetesatlas.org/resources/2017- 

atlas.html. Accessed September 07, 2023.
2. Keeffe JE, Konyama K, Taylor HR. Vision impairment in the Pacific region. Br J Ophthalmol. 2002;86(6):605–610. doi:10.1136/bjo.86.6.605
3. Win Tin ST, Kenilorea G, Gadabu E, Tasserei J, Colagiuri R. The prevalence of diabetes complications and associated risk factors in Pacific Islands 

countries. Diabetes Res Clin Pract. 2014;103(1):114–118. doi:10.1016/j.diabres.2013.09.017
4. Smith TST, Szetu J, Bourne RRA. The prevalence and severity of diabetic retinopathy, associated risk factors and vision loss in patients registered 

with type 2 diabetes in Luganville, Vanuatu. Br J Ophthalmol. 2007;91(4):415–419. doi:10.1136/bjo.2006.104174
5. Vanuatu Ministry of Health. Vanuatu non-communicable disease policy and strategic plan. Government of Vanuatu; 2016. Available from: https:// 

www.iccp-portal.org/system/files/plans/VUT_B3_Vanuatu%20NCD%20Policy%20and%20Strategic%20Plan%202016-2020.pdf. Accessed 
September 07, 2023.

6. Pasquel FJ, Hendrick AM, Ryan M, Cason E, Ali MK, Narayan KMV. Cost-effectiveness of different diabetic retinopathy screening modalities. 
J Diabetes Sci Technol. 2015;10(2):301–307. doi:10.1177/1932296815624109

7. Kalogeropoulos D, Kalogeropoulos C, Stefaniotou M, Neofytou M. The role of tele-ophthalmology in diabetic retinopathy screening. J Optom. 
2020;13(4):262–268. doi:10.1016/j.optom.2019.12.004

8. Zhang W, Nicholas P, Schuman SG, et al. Screening for diabetic retinopathy using a portable, noncontact, nonmydriatic handheld retinal camera. 
J Diabetes Sci Technol. 2017;11(1):128–134. doi:10.1177/1932296816658902

9. Kim TN, Myers F, Reber C, et al. A smartphone-based tool for rapid, portable, and automated wide-field retinal imaging. Transl Vis Sci Technol. 
2018;7(5):21. doi:10.1167/tvst.7.5.21

10. Patel TP, Kim TN, Yu G, et al. Smartphone-based, rapid, wide-field fundus photography for diagnosis of pediatric retinal diseases. Transl Vis Sci 
Technol. 2019;8(3):29. doi:10.1167/tvst.8.3.29

11. Micheletti JM, Hendrick AM, Khan FN, Ziemer DC, Pasquel FJ. Current and next generation portable screening devices for diabetic retinopathy. 
J Diabetes Sci Technol. 2016;10(2):295–300. doi:10.1177/1932296816629158

12. Davila JR, Sengupta SS, Niziol LM, et al. Predictors of photographic quality with a handheld nonmydriatic fundus camera used for screening of 
vision-threatening diabetic retinopathy. Ophthalmologica. 2017;238(1–2):89–99. doi:10.1159/000475773

https://doi.org/10.2147/OPTH.S410425                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

DovePress                                                                                                                                                                 

Clinical Ophthalmology 2023:17 2926

Caceres et al                                                                                                                                                         Dovepress

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://diabetesatlas.org/resources/2017-atlas.html
https://diabetesatlas.org/resources/2017-atlas.html
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjo.86.6.605
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.diabres.2013.09.017
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjo.2006.104174
https://www.iccp-portal.org/system/files/plans/VUT_B3_Vanuatu%20NCD%20Policy%20and%20Strategic%20Plan%202016-2020.pdf
https://www.iccp-portal.org/system/files/plans/VUT_B3_Vanuatu%20NCD%20Policy%20and%20Strategic%20Plan%202016-2020.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1932296815624109
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.optom.2019.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1932296816658902
https://doi.org/10.1167/tvst.7.5.21
https://doi.org/10.1167/tvst.8.3.29
https://doi.org/10.1177/1932296816629158
https://doi.org/10.1159/000475773
https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com


13. Sengupta S, Sindal MD, Besirli CG, et al. Screening for vision-threatening diabetic retinopathy in South India: comparing portable non-mydriatic 
and standard fundus cameras and clinical exam. Eye. 2018;32(2):375–383. doi:10.1038/eye.2017.199

14. Woodward MA, Bavinger JC, Amin S, et al. Telemedicine for ophthalmic consultation services: use of a portable device and layering information 
for graders. J Telemed Telecare. 2017;23(2):365–370. doi:10.1177/1357633X16634544

15. Wilkinson CP, Ferris FL, Klein RE, et al. Proposed international clinical diabetic retinopathy and diabetic macular edema disease severity scales. 
Ophthalmology. 2003;110(9):1677–1682. doi:10.1016/S0161-6420(03)00475-5

16. Early Treatment Diabetic Retinopathy Study Research Group. Photocoagulation for diabetic macular edema: early treatment diabetic retinopathy 
study report number 1. Arch Ophthalmol. 1985;103(12):1796. doi:10.1001/archopht.1985.01050120030015

17. McHugh ML. Interrater reliability: the kappa statistic. Biochem Med. 2012;22(3):276–282. doi:10.11613/BM.2012.031
18. Eppley SE, Mansberger SL, Ramanathan S, Lowry EA. Characteristics associated with adherence to annual dilated eye examinations among US 

patients with diagnosed diabetes. Ophthalmology. 2019;126(11):1492–1499. doi:10.1016/j.ophtha.2019.05.033
19. Ting DSW, Cheung GCM, Wong TY. Diabetic retinopathy: global prevalence, major risk factors, screening practices and public health challenges: 

a review: global burden of diabetic eye diseases. Clin Experiment Ophthalmol. 2016;44(4):260–277. doi:10.1111/ceo.12696
20. Maberley D, Walker H, Koushik A, Cruess A. Screening for diabetic retinopathy in James Bay, Ontario: a cost-effectiveness analysis. CMAJ. 

2003;168(2):160–164.
21. Frick KD, Foster A. The magnitude and cost of global blindness: an increasing problem that can be alleviated. Am J Ophthalmol. 2003;135 

(4):471–476. doi:10.1016/S0002-9394(02)02110-4
22. Köberlein J, Beifus K, Schaffert C, Finger RP. The economic burden of visual impairment and blindness: a systematic review. BMJ Open. 2013;3 

(11):e003471. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2013-003471
23. Lin S, Ramulu P, Lamoureux EL, Sabanayagam C. Addressing risk factors, screening, and preventative treatment for diabetic retinopathy in 

developing countries: a review: diabetic retinopathy prevention in developing countries. Clin Experiment Ophthalmol. 2016;44(4):300–320. 
doi:10.1111/ceo.12745

24. Toy BC, Aguinaldo T, Eliason J, Egbert J. Non-mydriatic fundus camera screening for referral-warranted diabetic retinopathy in a northern 
California safety-net setting. Ophthalmic Surg Lasers Imaging Retina. 2016;47(7):636–642. doi:10.3928/23258160-20160707-05

25. Rêgo S, Dutra-Medeiros M, Bacelar-Silva GM, Borges T, Soares F, Monteiro-Soares M. Reliability of classification by ophthalmologists with 
telescreening fundus images for diabetic retinopathy and image quality. J Diabetes Sci Technol. 2021;15(3):710–712. doi:10.1177/ 
19322968211000418

26. Yogesan K, Constable IJ, Barry CJ, Eikelboom RH, McAllister IL, Tay-Kearney ML. Telemedicine screening of diabetic retinopathy using a 
hand-held fundus camera. Telemed J. 2000;6(2):219–223. doi:10.1089/107830200415153

27. Li P, Paulus Y, Davila J, et al. Usability testing of a smartphone-based retinal camera among first-time users in the primary care setting. BMJ Innov. 
2019;5(4):120–126. doi:10.1136/bmjinnov-2018-000321

28. Boucher MC, Nguyen MTD, Qian J. Assessment of training outcomes of nurse readers for diabetic retinopathy telescreening: validation study. 
JMIR Diabetes. 2020;5(2):e17309. doi:10.2196/17309

29. Andonegui J, Serrano L, Eguzkiza A, et al. Diabetic retinopathy screening using tele-ophthalmology in a primary care setting. J Telemed Telecare. 
2010;16(8):429–432. doi:10.1258/jtt.2010.091204

30. Wong TY, Sun J, Kawasaki R, et al. Guidelines on Diabetic Eye Care. Ophthalmology. 2018;125(10):1608–1622. doi:10.1016/j.ophtha.2018.04.007
31. Kim TN, Aaberg MT, Li P, et al. Comparison of automated and expert human grading of diabetic retinopathy using smartphone-based retinal 

photography. Eye. 2021;35(1):334–342. doi:10.1038/s41433-020-0849-5

Clinical Ophthalmology                                                                                                                    Dovepress 

Publish your work in this journal 
Clinical Ophthalmology is an international, peer-reviewed journal covering all subspecialties within ophthalmology. Key topics include: Optometry; 
Visual science; Pharmacology and drug therapy in eye diseases; Basic Sciences; Primary and Secondary eye care; Patient Safety and Quality of Care 
Improvements. This journal is indexed on PubMed Central and CAS, and is the official journal of The Society of Clinical Ophthalmology (SCO). The 
manuscript management system is completely online and includes a very quick and fair peer-review system, which is all easy to use. Visit http://www. 
dovepress.com/testimonials.php to read real quotes from published authors.  

Submit your manuscript here: https://www.dovepress.com/clinical-ophthalmology-journal

Clinical Ophthalmology 2023:17                                                                                               DovePress                                                                                                                       2927

Dovepress                                                                                                                                                         Caceres et al

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

https://doi.org/10.1038/eye.2017.199
https://doi.org/10.1177/1357633X16634544
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0161-6420(03)00475-5
https://doi.org/10.1001/archopht.1985.01050120030015
https://doi.org/10.11613/BM.2012.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ophtha.2019.05.033
https://doi.org/10.1111/ceo.12696
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0002-9394(02)02110-4
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2013-003471
https://doi.org/10.1111/ceo.12745
https://doi.org/10.3928/23258160-20160707-05
https://doi.org/10.1177/19322968211000418
https://doi.org/10.1177/19322968211000418
https://doi.org/10.1089/107830200415153
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjinnov-2018-000321
https://doi.org/10.2196/17309
https://doi.org/10.1258/jtt.2010.091204
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ophtha.2018.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41433-020-0849-5
https://www.dovepress.com
http://www.dovepress.com/testimonials.php
http://www.dovepress.com/testimonials.php
https://www.facebook.com/DoveMedicalPress/
https://twitter.com/dovepress
https://www.linkedin.com/company/dove-medical-press
https://www.youtube.com/user/dovepress
https://www.dovepress.com
https://www.dovepress.com

	Introduction
	Methods
	Procedures
	Remote Image Interpretation
	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Data Access
	Acknowledgments
	Author Contributions
	Disclosure

