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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
Please add the links or sources of this review article. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Most of the links or sources of this review article, are listed below the 
references of this article, as an addendum. They were highlighted accordingly 
in yellow. Lines 794 to 840. 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1- Please add more details regarding differential diagnosis. 
2- Please clarify the risk factors of index myopia in percent. 
3- Please add a tables or figures representing your aim. 
4- Conclusion should be condensed. 

1. More details have been added regarding the differential diagnosis, between 
line 274 and 319, and have been highlighted in yellow. 
 
2. Risk factors of index myopia have been clarified in percent, from line 325 to 
line 433, and have been highlighted in yellow.  
 
3. Tables were added, representing our aim. An explanation was highlighted 
between lines 258 and 263 before the addition of  table 1 between lines 265 
and 267. Another explanation was highlighted between lines 507 and 510, 
before the addition of table 2 between line 551 and 553. The tables were 
highlighted in yellow. 
 
4. The conclusion has been condensed as highlighted in yellow, from page 
595 to 605. 
 
5. Due to some additions and alterations in the Citations and numbering on 
this review article, some of the corresponding references have been adjusted 
accordingly, from lines 717 to 790, and have been highlighted in yellow.  
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Some typographical errors should be corrected 
 
 

The typographical errors have been checked and corrected extensively.  

 
 


