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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

The paper "Levelsof oxidised low-density
lipoprotein and high sensitivity C-reactive
protein associated with retinal vascular

occlusions” iswell and concisely prepared,

under standable and the subject isactual.
Nevertheless, the study addressesonly 7
patientswith retinal vascular occlusionsand 2
controls. Thisnumber of patientsistoo small,
and accordingly, it questionsthe validity of the
obtained results.

In particular, individual retinal vascular
disorders have very different underlying
mechanisms, which is neglected in such a small
number of samples.

(if a similar study include a larger number of
patients may be discussed.):

()

Thank you for your kind comments.

We acknowledge that the numbers in this study
are quite small and limit interpretation. We
would appreciate it if the reviewers would
consider this as a pilot study in support of a
larger study, which could definitively answer the
points raised by this work. We have amended
the title (line 3), abstract (line 12) and text
(line12, 136, 139) to reflect that this study
should be considered as a pilot study. We point
out the limitations of this study in line 132.
While the results are not significant however a
trend is observed which provides evidence for a
larger study to be performed.

We agree:

Line 134

“We acknowlegde that the inidvidual
retinal vascular disorders have very
different underlying proposed mechanisn
and this limits the interpretation of our

results.”

We would appreciate it if the reviewers
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could consider this pilot study in support
a larger study, which could definitively
answer the points raised by this work.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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