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	PART  1: Comments


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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 provides a timely and comprehensive synthesis of Digital Eye Strain (DES), a condition of significant public health relevance given the ubiquity of screen-based tasks in modern work and education. It critically advances the field by moving beyond generic advice, offering a mechanistic distinction between oculomotor and ocular surface pathways that is essential for effective clinical management. Furthermore, the inclusion of recent data on paediatric populations and e-learning highlights the evolving epidemiology of the condition, making this a valuable resource for clinicians and occupational health professionals alike.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes
	

	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 and accurately summarises the review's scope, including mechanisms, changing prevalence, and management. 

Reviewers suggestion - It may be beneficial to explicitly mention the "phenotype-guided" treatment approach in the abstract, as this is a key clinical takeaway elaborated upon later in the text. 

Reviewers suggestion - The abstract mentions "popular heuristics" regarding breaks ; it might be useful to specifically name the "20-20-20 rule" here for clarity, as it is challenged in the main text.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and aligns with current consensus in ophthalmology and optometry. It correctly identifies DES as a multifactorial syndrome rather than a single disease entity. The distinction between visual/oculomotor stress (accommodation/vergence) and ocular surface disruption (evaporative dry eye/blink rate) is accurately presented and crucial for clinical differentiation. The critique of the "20-20-20" rule based on recent experimental evidence (Redondo et al., 2025) demonstrates a rigorous engagement with emerging literature rather than relying on dogma. The section on paediatric risks associated with e-learning is well-supported by referenced studies
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, the reference list is extensive and highly current, covering the period up to 2025. Key seminal papers, such as the TFOS DEWS II reports, are appropriately cited. The inclusion of very recent literature (e.g., Redondo et al., 2025; Ccami-Bernal et al., 2024; Iqbal et al., 2024) ensures the review is up-to-date. 

Reviewers suggestion - While blue-blocking lenses are referenced in the bibliography (Singh et al., 2021), the text does not appear to devote a specific section to debating their efficacy. Given the high public interest and commercial marketing of these products, a brief paragraph clarifying the current scientific consensus (or lack thereof) regarding blue light would strengthen the therapeutic section.

	

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

	

Yes


	

	Optional/General comments

	

This is a high-quality narrative review that bridges the gap between basic mechanisms and clinical practice. I particularly commend the authors for the section on "High-dose" models of DES burden in professions like radiology, which contextualises the severity of the issue. The practical "systems" view on prevention—looking beyond individual behaviour to workstation design is a strong point.
While excellent, I have suggested a minor addition regarding blue light for completeness, but it is essentially ready for publication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)

No
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