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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 fills a significant gap in the public health and social gerontology literature. India is facing a rapid demographic transition, with the number of older adults projected to exceed 320 million in the coming decades. Systematic evidence on the prevalence of frailty and its correlates is urgently needed for health policy planning. This study is the first to use large-scale, representative data to profile frailty in India comprehensively, and its findings are directly relevant to the design of preventive interventions targeted at vulnerable groups.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not, please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and accurately reflects the scope of the study. It lists the topic (frailty), the population (older Indians), the dimensions of analysis (prevalence, determinants, socioeconomic correlates), and the data source (WHO-SAGE India). No revisions are needed.
	

	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 well-structured. Some minor suggestions:

1. It would be helpful to mention at least one specific odds ratio in the Results section to give the reader a concrete idea of ​​the magnitude of the effect.

2. The conclusion could include a brief phrase acknowledging the limitations of the cross-sectional design to avoid excessive causal language.

Overall, the abstract is communicative and adequate.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	Overall, this manuscript is scientifically sound. The construction of the frailty index is explained transparently and is defensible given the limitations of the SAGE data. Multinomial logistic regression is appropriate for the four-category outcome. Descriptive and multivariate tables are presented clearly.

One caveat: the very large odds ratio for the 80+ age group (OR = 48.78 for frail vs. robust) warrants a brief note on sample size in this subgroup to ensure the precision of the estimates. Furthermore, a more explicit comparison with studies in other LMICs using adapted frailty indices would strengthen the external validity of the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Daftar referensi mencakup literatur frailty inti dengan baik (Fried et al. 2001, Rockwood & Mitnitski 2007). Namun ada beberapa catatan:

1. Inkonsistensi referensi: Dalam teks disebutkan "Meredith et al. (2009)" tetapi daftar referensi mencantumkan "Masel et al. (2009)", perlu diverifikasi dan dikoreksi.

2. Referensi yang lebih baru (pasca-2015) tentang frailty di Asia Selatan atau Tenggara masih kurang.

3. Longitudinal Ageing Study in India (LASI) sebaiknya disebutkan sebagai dasar perbandingan data yang lebih baru.


	

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


	The language quality is good, written in clear, formal academic English. Some sentences in the Discussion section are a bit long and could be broken up for readability. The phrase "robust empirical evidence" in the conclusion is a bit redundant given the cross-sectional design; "cross-sectional empirical evidence" would be more appropriate. No substantial language revisions are needed.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a solid paper with significant contributions. Key recommendations for revision: (1) correct the inconsistency in the Meredith/Masel references; (2) add a note about sample size in the 80+ subgroup; (3) add a more recent LMIC reference; (4) briefly clarify the geographic representativeness of the six SAGE states.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

None. The study used secondary data from WHO-SAGE India Wave 1 collected with informed consent and appropriate ethical oversight. No new data collection was performed by the authors.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No conflicts of interest were identified.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	There is no indication of plagiarism. The manuscript presents an original analysis of an existing secondary dataset, with appropriate citations.
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