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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.


	The fact that soft contact lenses are very widely used, and complications from poor fitting and hygiene are still under-reported in many regions makes this manuscript clinically relevant. Especially, such data from Tunisia (or similar regions) is relatively scarce. However, the small sample size and population limiting to females limits generalizability of the results. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title of this manuscript, though comprehensive, slightly mismatches the contents of the manuscript. The title implies this is a study about methods for optimizing fitting however, the abstract shows it’s more of an audit/observation of poor practices and complications in soft CL wearers. The title should be narrowed down to match the contents of the manuscript. Something like “Complications of soft contact lens wear related to poor fitting and care practices” would be a better fit. 
	

	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 is comprehensive and informative but unfocused, with a mismatched aim and a weak closing. As of now it looks like a mini-result book more than an abstract with little focus on the most important findings. I suggest a careful rewriting to better align objective, results, and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction: The authors talk about contact lenses as medical devices; however, the major focus of the manuscript should be cosmetic contact lenses that can easily be bought over the counter and are likely to be used unsupervised.

The paragraph on history of contact lenses and developments in corneal physiology does not add anything substantial to the topic and seems irrelevant to me.

The introduction part could benefit from building up on the reasons of people choosing over the counter contact lenses and the gap in practice and patient’s awareness. The introduction section needs significant revisions to match the theme of the paper. Data on patient awareness on using contact lenses related practice can be quoted.

The objectives should be written as a continuous paragraph rather than bullet points. 

The stated objective “to assess the contribution of clinical examination to optimal fitting” does not align with the results as per my judgement. The study design and results primarily highlight complications arising from non-supervised fitting. While this could be a valuable finding, the conclusions drawn about the role of clinical examination are indirect making this outcome slightly misleading.

Materials and Method: Why were no males recruited in the study? Was this just incidental?

Why were the patient wearing purely cosmetic lenses excluded from the study when these could have been the population yielding the actual scenario of unsupervised contact lens use.

The material and methods section looks more like a dissertation project and less like a manuscript. Writing in regular paragraphs instead of bullet points should be preferred. 

Clarification of the ethical clearance, the standardization of questionnaire used are missing. How was the maintaining hygiene or not determined?


All visual actuities should be written in either log units or 20/20 format to ensure comprehension of a global audience.

Results: Your study present mostly descriptive numbers but no inferential analysis. You could have benefitted from at least simple comparisons (e.g., supervised vs unsupervised groups, hygiene practices vs complications), even if exploratory to yield stronger interferences.


In subjects having non-medicalized fitting, what was the reason? The manuscript can build on it in the discussion section highlighting the unregulated practice trends in contact lens fitting.

Discussion: 
 There are a lot of assumptions and 
overstatements made by the author in the discussion section. The results are not sufficient to make such strong inferences. For example, in one instance te author writes, «Inadequate lens hygiene was a major contributor to complications» however, no such comparions or stasticial analysis were made to confirm this. Such overstatements should be avoided.


The authors mentioned that the study highlights the importance of pre-fitting assessment, however the study fails to explore that aspect in details. Since, no associations between subjects undergoing pre-fitting examination and occularance of complications were made. 

The limitations of the study should be explicitly mentioned. How your findings can contribute to the literature and scope for further research should be clarified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent. But there is a heavy reliance on review-style or textbook references. Less emphasis on primary data studies from similar contexts (Africa, Middle East, low-resource settings) is there.
	

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


	The English is understandable, Overuse of long, complex sentences with multiple clauses are making it heavy to read. The tone is such that it sometimes overstates findings.

Much of the manuscript reads like generic textbook material and does not critically engage with the study’s findings. The language and discussion would benefit from substantial rewriting in the authors’ own words, with a stronger focus on their actual data and context. Currently, large sections feel over-reliant on secondary material rather than original analysis.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript addresses an important clinical concern about the risks associated with non-medicalized soft contact lens fitting and poor lens care practices. However, its scientific contribution is limited by the small sample size, skewed demographics, and methodological choices (e.g., exclusion of cosmetic lens wearers, lack of statistical analysis). With significant revisions to the introduction, a clearer presentation of methods and results, more cautious discussion, and a reframed abstract, the manuscript could be improved to provide some meaningful insights for clinical practice.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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