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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 study investigates prognostic factors in horizontal strabismus surgery, which is a highly relevant issue in pediatric ophthalmology. Identifying variables that influence surgical outcomes can significantly impact preoperative planning and patient counseling. Although the topic is clinically important, the current version of the manuscript requires substantial revision for clarity and scientific robustness.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.


	

	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 needs clearer structure (Purpose, Methods, Results, Conclusion) and improved statistical presentation, including confidence intervals.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is partially correct. While the subject and objectives are valuable, methodological details, statistical interpretation, and missing figures require attention.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are mostly sufficient. However, incorporating more recent literature (past 5 years) would improve relevance and completeness.


	

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


	No. The manuscript requires thorough English language editing to meet scholarly standards.


	

	Optional/General comments


	- Figures 1 to 6 mentioned in the manuscript must be included.
- Success criteria should be more clearly defined.
- A flow diagram summarizing inclusion/exclusion would enhance transparency.
- Discussion section should better connect findings with current clinical practice.

General Assessment:

This manuscript addresses a relevant clinical topic in pediatric ophthalmology: the prognostic factors associated with surgical outcomes in horizontal strabismus. The retrospective study of 70 patients and the attempt to correlate multiple pre- and postoperative variables is commendable. However, the manuscript requires major revision before it can be considered for publication. The main concerns relate to methodological clarity, data presentation, statistical interpretation, and language issues.

Major Issues to Address:

1. Abstract and Structure

· - The abstract lacks clarity and consistency. Please divide it properly into Purpose, Methods, Results, and Conclusion.

· - Statistical results (e.g., R, p-values) should be reported more clearly, with confidence intervals where possible.

2. Introduction

· - Expand the literature background. Currently, it is very brief and lacks context.

· - The rationale for the study should be more explicitly stated.

3. Methods

· - Patient selection is described but a flow diagram (e.g., CONSORT-like) showing inclusion/exclusion should be provided.

· - Define the criteria for 'successful outcome' and specify if this was a composite motor/sensory outcome.

· - Describe the surgical techniques more concisely. The current text is too long and difficult to follow.

· - Clarify how the surgical dose was determined and standardized across cases.

· - State the IRB approval number and clarify the informed consent process.

· - Add information on missing data handling (if any).

4. Results

· - Figures 1–6 are not available in the submission. Please include all referenced figures and ensure they are clear, legible, and properly labeled.

· - Tables (especially Table 1) should be formatted in a standard structure with rows, headers, and aligned text.

· - The results contain multiple univariate analyses — it is essential to control for type I error due to multiple comparisons.

· - The logistic regression model should report odds ratios with 95% confidence intervals.

· - Clarify the meaning of 'residual angle' and define thresholds used for categorization.

5. Discussion

· - Some discussion points are descriptive. Please enhance the critical appraisal of findings.

· - Discuss more deeply the clinical implications of your findings, particularly: The value of immediate postoperative alignment and the influence of surgical dosage.

· - The lack of association between refractive error, amblyopia, or age and outcome should be more critically addressed.

· - Acknowledge limitations: retrospective design, single-center/surgeon data, relatively small subgroups.

6. Language and Style

· - The manuscript contains numerous grammatical, typographical, and syntax errors. A full language editing by a native English speaker or professional service is strongly advised.

· - Capitalization of section headings (e.g., “Material and Methods”) should follow journal style.

· - Please remove repetitive phrasing (e.g., “postoperative angle”).

Minor Comments

· - Abbreviations such as ET, XT, DP should be defined at first mention.

· - Use consistent terminology: 'strabismus deviation,' 'angle of deviation,' 'motor outcome' should be standardized.

· - Include a brief explanation of the significance level used (e.g., p<0.05).

· - Ensure references are formatted according to journal style.

Summary Recommendation:

The study has merit and could contribute useful findings to the literature. However, in its current form, it lacks the methodological rigor and clarity needed for publication. I therefore recommend major revisions, after which the manuscript may be reconsidered.
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