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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 
 

Classification of the cataract - "classified by slit lamp 
evaluation according to color of the nucleus and 
degree of fundus view from Grade 1 to Grade 5". It is a 
subjective method. I suggest explain better or use the a 
objective method, such as the Lens Opacity 
Classification System III (LOCS III). The CDE is 
associate with the nucleus opacification. Therefore, a 
methodological error in the classification of opacity, can 
influence the outcome of the study.  
Microscopy - I suggest describe the pre and post 
operative microscopy. Thus, the cornea edema 
becomes less subjective. 
If it is not possible these corrections, suggest explain 
why the discussion of the article. 
It was a retrospective study and was in accordance 
with the Declaration of Helsinki. 

 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional /General  comments 
 

It is a good research, but it could have been more 
careful in the methodology. 
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