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correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Line 35: “Optical coherence tomography (OCT) is a 
new medical diagnostic imaging technology...” It is not 
correct. Please write here the year of introduction. This 
technique is not “new” anymore. 
Line 40: “oct” has to be written with large capitals. 
Two main types of OCT have to be mentioned in the 
introduction. 
Not all OCT has 10 micron resolution. 
 
A lot of typo is presented throughout the paper. The 
English is very poor, requiring a professional improving.  
The description of macular diseases is very superficial 
and must be moved after the “OCT scan protocols” 
paragraph. After it, the diseases are explained well. It is 
confusing. 
“Principles” paragraph must be moved to an earlier 
section. 
 
The style of the reference is not unified and full of typo. 
The sources of pictures are not written. 
 
In conclusion, the manuscript must be totally 
restructured and needs a comprehensive improving in 
grammar and in content. Moreover, it looks an 
unnecessary work about OCT, even as a review. 

All the corrections made suggested by the 
reviewer. 
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