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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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 the etiology and visual outcomes of cataracts by providing a substantial dataset of 292 patients, and correlates various risk factors with post-op visual outcomes, which is important especially in clinical settings with early onset cataract. This manuscript navigates the high-risk associations which will aid in early diagnosis and optimise cataract care strategies in younger patients. The study provides epidemiological data from a developing country where morbidity due to cataracts is high, which will help manage modifiable risk factors and can help reduce cases of preventable blindness.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title may not be suitable for this article as “cause” should be ‘causes’, instead of younger adults, ‘presenile cataract’ will be more appropriate. An alternative title to consider is “Risk Factors and Visual Outcomes of Presenile Cataract Surgery: A Retrospective Study” or “Risk Factors and Visual Outcomes of Presenile Cataracts in a Tertiary Care Centre in North India”.
	

	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.


	The abstract can benefit from the following inclusions:

1. Methods: mention study design, sample size, data analysis methods and statistical tools used

2. Results: key statistical findings and include significant p-value 

3. Conclusion: Include a unique feature, what this study contributes/gap it addresses rather than the given generalised conclusion


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically strong in addressing objectives, has a good sample size and observed associations, however falls short in addressing potential selection bias, not presenting confidence intervals and p-values for some findings and using only a univariate model which limits the scientific strength. “Probable cause” is inappropriate as it suggests causality (which cannot be confirmed in a retrospective data with potential selection bias). The authors should include these features for the study to be considered scientifically correct.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The authors have included some good references with respect to regional epidemiology and comorbidity-related outcomes but it would be helpful to include global references, WHO and international data to strengthen it further.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript requires improvement in terms of grammar and syntax errors, inconsistent terminology, and transitioning between paragraphs especially in the Discussion section. Ambiguous terms like “phenomenon of anticipation” are not appropriate. It is advisable to get a professional review by an English-language expert before resubmission.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well thought out and presents an important study, especially in a developing area setting. With the mentioned improvements it will be a strong manuscript for publication. 
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