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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.


	This manuscript addresses an under-explored yet clinically significant area in binocular vision research—namely, the association between hypermetropia and non-strabismic binocular vision anomalies (NSBVA) in young adults. While previous literature has heavily focused on pediatric populations, the current study shifts attention to an age group often overlooked in vision screenings. Given the increasing near-work demands and digital device usage among college students and young professionals, the study’s findings hold potential implications for both clinical practice and public health awareness. It also emphasizes the necessity of incorporating binocular vision assessments in routine refractive error management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is relevant but lacks specificity and scientific clarity.
Alternative title: Prevalence and Patterns of Non-Strabismic Binocular Vision Anomalies in Young Adults with Hypermetropia: A Clinical Cross-Sectional Study

	

	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.


	1. The results mention prevalence percentages but do not provide statistical strength (e.g., p-values or CI).

2. The conclusion makes a causal leap ("highly associated") without evidence of statistical association testing.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is generally well-structured and follows acceptable clinical procedures for assessing binocular vision. However, it lacks:

1. A power calculation or justification for sample size.

2. Inferential statistics, which limits its ability to make meaningful associations between hyperopia and NSBVA.

3. A comparison group, which would have strengthened the argument that hyperopia is a risk factor.

Hence, while the study is methodologically correct in terms of clinical examination steps, it falls short scientifically in the depth of statistical analysis and strength of conclusions.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Few key references on binocular vision in adult populations are lacking.


	

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


	There are multiple grammatical errors, tense inconsistencies, and awkward sentence structures throughout.

Phrases like “can results to” or “undergone comprehensive examination” are not suitable for scholarly writing.

The flow of scientific argument is often disrupted by repetitive wording and lack of clarity in some paragraphs.

Recommendation: A professional language edit is strongly advised to elevate the manuscript to a publishable standard.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript explores an important and often overlooked aspect of clinical optometry by investigating the prevalence and characteristics of non-strabismic binocular vision anomalies (NSBVA) in hypermetropic young adults. The study addresses a relevant clinical question and provides valuable insight into the impact of refractive errors on binocular vision, especially in the context of increased near work and digital screen usage among this population. The methodology is sound in terms of clinical protocols, but the manuscript would benefit significantly from improvements in statistical analysis, clearer presentation of diagnostic criteria, and more precise scientific language. Additionally, the conclusions drawn should be more cautious and based on appropriate inferential statistics. With thorough revision and language polishing, this study has the potential to make a meaningful contribution to the literature on binocular vision and refractive error management.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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