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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. The authors revealed the corrected  IOP levels of a 

population living in a territory of India.  These kind 

studies are valuable, since they give detalied and 

important information about the territory. But there 

are some points that should be pointed out.  

a.   The results section is complicated and it is  

virtually  impossible to obtain a clear knowledge 

from this section, hence this section need to be 

revised and simplified again and clear and 

comprehensible result section should be written. 

Because most of the numerical results had already 

been mentioned in table section. 

b. Similarly in the discussion section there are a lot of 

numeric  details for eg " In the present study the mean 
CCT values in the right eyes were 534.23±35.97,131 

532.97±25.38, 530.68±32.90, and 523.81±36.50µm in 
age groups 30-40 years, 41-50 years, 51-60 years 132 

and > 60 years respectively. And the mean CCT values 
in the left eyes were 35.77±34.67, 533.73±31.99,133 

532.68±37.54 and 522.69±34.80µm in the age groups 
30-40 years, 41-50 years, 51-60 years and > 60 134 

years respectively" . This section need to be simplified 
and revised again by usinga  more academic language.  
c. The authors have compared the mean IOP,CCT in 
both the eyes distributed over different  age and sex 
groups. But those were not discussed sufficiently, 
The authors either should remove these details or 
should discuss sufficiently in the discussion section.  
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Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

a. The authors should describe the statistical methods 

used in material methods section. 

b. The authors may  explain the reason they used Perkins 

tonometer 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

The paper needs an English editing from a native 

speaker.  

 

 

 

 

Reviewer Details: 

 

Name: Emrah Kan 

Department, University & Country Samsun Training and educating Hospital, Samsun, Turkey 

 


