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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 

 

Why do the authors perform a paired student T test 

to analyze the differences between right and left 

eyes? 

Line 134: It is quite confuse the form of presentation 

of the RNFL thickness results. I suggest rewriting this 

paragraph leaving only the second sentence which 

demonstrates in numeric data the RNFL thickness.    

The revision of the all the comments done. 

Thanks for the review and your precious time. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

The number of boys enrolled in this study was higher 

than the number of girls.  Do the authors perform any 

statistical analysis to explore if this difference could 

influence the difference in RNFL thickness results? As the 

authors say that there was no statistical difference 

between genders (line 133) it would be most important 

to clarify this issue. 
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