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PART 1: Review Comments

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 I have some major concerns outlined below:

Introduction

Highlight what would be the main reason why the
software results would differ. For example What are
the main differences in normative databases?

Methods
Describe the sample size/study power calculation.
There was no big significant different results.
However did the study have enough power? Please
describe the sample size calculation criteria.
What do the authors consider a clinically significant
difference?
The authors used very strict exclusion criteria based
on false positive an negative results. Please discuss
its influence on your findings.

Results

It does not make sense to compare the agreement of
false positive/negative rates between softwares
since a very strict inclusion criteria was used.

It is not clear whether some statistical analysis were
performed for all sample or within each stage group.
It seems that 10 subjects per glaucoma stage is not
enough to find any statistically significant difference,
and therefore such analysis should be interpreted
with caution.
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Discussion
Include a paragraph regarding the study limitations.

Minor REVISION comments Table 2: specify the meaning of “Y“.
Optional/General comments

Note: Anonymous Reviewer


