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the manuscript and highlight that part in the
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write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory Thanks for your valuable advice. We Corrected
REVISION 1. Inthe discussion section the author mentions that similar results and revised the manuscript according to your
comments were obtained from other studies. It seems the purpose of the In options as possible. This study is the result of
addition, the author concludes the paper by recommending larger student thesis of Y azd Shahid Sadoughi
and more reflr.le(_i stud_les. The.n why is this paper relevant? University of Medical Science.
2. There is a statistical difference in the mean age between the two We studied the incidences of potential
groups, .yet the.author neglects to address Fhl-S issue. If. there are complications of type |1 diabetics (diplopiaand
two variables (i.e., DM and age), the resultis inconclusive. If the . . . .
difference in age does not affect the study, then the evidence must strabismus), in Yazd, Iran, and mtere_stl ngly, V\./e
be presented. Moreover, the author mentions that the majority of found that ther_e Wa§ no statlsu(;al ly differencein
patients with diplopia/strabismus in the study had other systemic | freguency of diplopiaand strabismus between
conditions that could lead to diplopia/strabismus. It seems there | diabeticsand nondiabetics.
are too many variables to analyse the data and draw any We studied diplopia and strabismus in diabetics
meaningful conclusion. (typell) and surly they are older than non
3. Too many grammatical errors (e.g., random capitalizations, diabetics. On the other hands, due to the low
incorrect use of passive voice, inappropriate abbreviations). number of cases with diplopiaand strabismusin
“recommendated”? That is not even a word. all subjects (16 cases in 3000) for matching the
4. I'm_conqu(_ed w?th th_e inclusion criteria. The author indicates that groups based on age we must exclude many of our
patfents with dlp!opla were excluded from _the study. Then why do subjects. So, because of age disagreement, the
patler.lts re[.)ort diplopia? Did they deve.lop it afte:r the . groups were studied based on age separately
questionnaire was completed? Congenital strabismus patients (table 2)
were excluded from the study, but it is unclear whether later onset ’
‘r:,(:;ep:;;lljl/(t;: ds.trablsmus (or developmental strabismus) patients We exclued congenial diplopiaand strabismus:
Minor REVISION
comments
Optional /General
comments
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