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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments | tried to read the man uscript but1 as it wal-The result of abstract is corrected as the visul

an English reviewer,
A few examples:

1. In the ABSTRACT (RESULTS)

“The results of this trial showed
MEAN?MEDIAN? visual acuity from 1.21

months after was improved, but this
improvement decreased with time after
intervention, witch 12 months after the
intervention had been near before
intervention. These results were not
statistically significant(p>0.0.5).”

2. On the 2°line of the
INTRODUCTION “One of the vascular
complications of diabetes, retinopathy, an
eye complication of diabetes is the most
serious health and development over the |

However,since the prevalence of diabetes
retinopathy is a major problem remained.”

not reviewed neither by the authors nor by

logmar before laser therapy to 0.83 logmar

40 years it has been reduced due Khtrkvry.

\acuity had significant difference in early post
Jaser versus long time post laser treatment.
2-Introduction corrected grammerticaly.
3-The font corrected.

4-Methods explain more.

5-Table one also corrected.

6-The other are corrected.
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3. When the authors move from
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introduction to method, they change
the type of the “font”

Method is poor

The TABLE 1 that | received is
unintelligible. The legend says there
Is a comparison between before and
after laser treatment, but there is
nothing in the table

6. And soon...
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Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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