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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 retrospective series of 20 patients evaluates posterior myopexy (Fadenoperation) with conventional surgery for esotropia with distance–near incomitance. The authors report good short- and intermediate-term outcomes with marked reduction in incomitance. The study is clinically relevant, but the manuscript requires clearer methodology, consistent surgical details, objective outcome measures, and a stronger discussion of limitations before acceptance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate, but it could be tightened for clarity and grammatical consistency. Suggested alternative:

“Posterior myopexy (Faden operation) combined with conventional horizontal strabismus surgery for esotropia with distance–near incomitance: a retrospective series (2019–2021)”.
	

	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 states aim, design, setting, sample size (n=20), mean age, follow-up and main outcomes (mean deviations, success rates). Good — but please:
1. State the statistical tests used and report exact p-values and (preferably) 95% confidence intervals for the main outcomes rather than only “p < 0.001”. The manuscript text reports p-values but the abstract should include them or say “statistically significant (p = …)”. 

2. Clarify the definition of “stability” and where it was applied (abstract mentions ≤6 PD between 1 and 12 months — that definition should be included). 

3. If possible, add a one-line note on adverse events and ethical approval status (IRB name/waiver). The current Ethics statement in the manuscript is contradictory 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Sample size: Only 20 patients; acknowledge limited power and generalizability.

· Study design: Retrospective, single-surgeon; clarify selection process and exclusions.

· Surgical details: Inconsistencies (4-0 vs 5-0 suture); standardize and describe steps clearly.

· Endpoints: Define success, stability, and handling of reoperations in one place.

· Statistics: Specify tests used, report exact p-values and 95% CIs, explain handling of small N and missing data.

· Outcomes: Claims of satisfaction/psychological benefit lack validated measures; revise or support with tools.

· AC/A ratio: Important in esotropia; clarify if measured, else state as limitation.

· Follow-up: Mean 1.2 years is short; discuss need for longer-term data.

· Complications: Report how assessed, diplopia testing, and any lost to follow-up.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References cover classical and foundational work (Cüppers, Scott, von Noorden) and several mid-late 1990s and 2000s studies. The authors should add more recent studies and reviews on posterior fixation/Faden outcomes and longer-term durability, for context. Representative recent sources that would strengthen the discussion include a 2023 review revisiting posterior fixation sutures and contemporary outcome studies comparing MR recession ± Faden. Examples (please check and cite as appropriate): Freitas-da-Costa et al., Revisiting Posterior Fixation Sutures (2023). Long-term outcome papers (e.g., Ha et al., Sci Rep 2021) comparing MR recession with Faden operation. A recent comparative study (2024) of surgical techniques for near-distance disparity would also be appropriate. 
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable but would benefit from language editing for clarity and grammar (some awkward sentences and repeated phrases, e.g., minor contradictions in Methods/Equipment). I recommend professional language editing or careful proofreading; the scientific meaning is clear but polishing will improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Provide a CONSORT-style flow diagram (even for retrospective series): total cases screened → included → reasons excluded. 
Add a clear table of individual patient outcomes (age, diagnosis, preop distance/near, surgery performed, postop angles at 3/6/12 months, reoperation if any). This increases transparency.

Correct the suture material/size inconsistency (4-0 vs 5-0) in Methods. 

Present exact p-values and 95% CIs for main comparisons (distance angle pre vs post).

Clarify ethics (IRB name/number or waiver)
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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