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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	Assessing the refractive error among school going children is needed for the community to identify the kids with refractive error early in life. This helps to make amendments by the constitution to provide such school screening programme. Treating early helps the people to overcome their difficulty in vision and work efficiently.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes suitable
	

	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.


	Abstract is comprehensive
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes scientifically correct
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are recent.  
	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Referrences had to be numbered in the manuscript in chronological order

2. Methods and methodology – Needs to be in a paragraph rather than like a thesis protocol
3. Study design – RE  the abbreviation had not been explained priorly in the manuscript
4. Data collection – welllit had to be split to give meaningful words
5. Discussion - (159, 91.9%), , 140 (80.9%) follow one pattern like only the % is in the brackets
6. Conclusion – the result of the study is repeated here. What is to be done for to prevent the pitfall & advice to the stakeholders should be in conclusion.

7. References not in the Vancouver style and not numbered.
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