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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 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 

 
1. Line 5-6 : The authors state that the purpose 

of the article is to use Optovue OCT as a tool 

to measure scleral thickness in patients with 

"a variety of ocular diseases" yet the article 

doesn't say which scleral diseases these 

patients had (if any). Were these healthy 

patients?  

2. Table 1: too long and detailed. Age, sex and 

race are "unknown"? Looks awkward in a 

peer review journal. How can that even 

possible in a "prospective" study??? 

3. Why certain patients had so many 

measurements and some had only 2? How 

can the numbers be an "average of 3 

measurements" ("in each location"…which 

means there should be at least 6 

measurements per eye). Yet, in some 

patients only 2 measurements were made 

total… 

4. Please explain in the text the discrepancies 

between this paper and the ARVO abstract 

from 2013 with the same title (and I guess 

the same authors). In the ARVO abstract :  

"The boundary of the conjunctiva and sclera 

was easily distinguishable in 78/124 total 

measurements (63%)" while in the current 

text: "The boundary of the conjunctiva and 
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sclera was easily distinguishable" (line 54). 

Please note in how many patients it was 

easy to distinguish and in how many it was 

not so easy. 

 

In the ARVO abstract they made 6 

measurements per location and here only 3 

(Line 52). How can that be? Are these totally 

new patients? 

Minor REVISION comments 

 
1. The article: "Measurement of scleral 

thickness using swept-source optical 

coherence tomography in patients with open-

angle glaucoma and myopia" in AJO from last 

April should be cited. 
2. I would replace "sexes" with "genders" 

throughout the text 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

A photo demonstrating the area being measured with 

marking as described will be helpful for the reader 
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