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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

2.2. Patient population:
All patients had acquired vision defects none had
congenital defects; the title should reflect this.

Line 113: "Patients with confirmed anterior eye
disease, such as optic nerve atrophy or papilloedema
were identified randomly upon clinic attendance and
invited to take part in the study." - These are
posterior segment diseases

The title has been amended.

This sentence has been amended.

Minor REVISION comments

3.1. Study demographics

Patients and controls both had more than twice as many
females than males. Is there an explanation for this
gender bias among the patients? Was the gender ratio in
the control group adjusted to match the bias among the
patients? Also, the groups were not matched for age,
controls being much younger than patients, who appear
to have had a geriatric segment. These issues should be
discussed.

3.2 Defect detection

Lines 194-196 and Fig. 1: Is there a conceivable
explanation for the different performance of the MRMT
and the Ishihara test for defect detection in right eyes,
while their performance was comparable in left eyes? A
similar effect seems to have been present in severity
agreement (Lines 207-8), while it is reversed for the type
of color vision defects. The discussion should attempt to

We have revised the manuscript to rename the
control group as ‘visually normal’ subjects. This
group were first recruited to evaluate the test in
a non-clinical population. The patient (clinical)
population were then subsequently recruited.
There is no explanation for the gender bias. The
study was a pragmatic study in which subjects
and patients were recruited consecutively with
no selection bias for age or gender.

We have found no explanation for the difference
for right and left eyes. This has been added to the
discussion.
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explain these observations.

The discussion section actually starts at Line 263; it
should get the appropriate heading.

The guidelines for this journal place results and
discussion together as a single heading. This is
the reason why the discussion follows the results
without a separate heading.

Optional /General comments

Addresses important issues concerning color vision
testing practice, esp. in patients with hydrocephalus and
space-occupying intracranial lesions who have visual
field defects. Should be published with the above
amendments.
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