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Please clarify the exact setting of the study in details 
 
 

Dear rewiever,
Thank you for your kindness and helpful 
comments. 
  
Study Design and Setting of the study explained 
in details in the abstract. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1- Introduction is not sufficient. 
2- Please add more details regarding the assessment 

of visual acuity, IOP. 
3- Please add a table summarize the demographic and 

clinical characteristic of the studied patients. 
4- Please add a figures in result section. 
5- Discussion is not sufficient. 

 
 
 

 
1- “Introduction” section was re-arranged. 
2-  Details regarding the assessment of visual 

acuity and IOP was added in “Material and 
Methods” section. 

3- Demographical data and clinical 
characteristic of the studied patients were 
summarized and added as Table 1 and 2 in 
“Results” section. 

4- We added new 2 table in result section. 
5- “Discussion” section was re-arranged. 

 
Optional/General comments 
 

 
Some typographical errors should be corrected 
 
 

 
The manuscript was double-checked and 
typographical errors were corrected. 

 


