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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

Scientifically needs a profound revision
[ have some major comments:

Abstract:
The abstract is badly written and do not transmit the main goal of
this paper.

Introduction: Current trends: There are other drugs in clinical
trials, the RHO kinase inhibitors are one of those but not the only
one. So the authors should include this drugs in the possible
“current trends”.

Mechanism of action Profoundly incomplete. The
pathophysiology of the RHO kinase action is only illustrated and
not described. The authors should re-write this section taking in
account the numerous literature published in the recent years.
Animal studies: There are more animal studies with different
clinical effects described from different and important groups that
are not described here. The group of I. Stalmans has numerous
works on this and is not referred.

Clinical trials: this section is profoundly incomplete. There are
some trials and drugs that the authors does not include.

Bibliography: also quite incomplete having only references until
2011. There are 12 references on pubmed after that and being 3
revisions.
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Minor REVISION comments

Some ex. of sentences that have to be rewritten:

Line 32 - A should be a

Line 36 - “glaucoma treatment world”

Line 41 - the subtitle should not start with “These...”

Line 42 - “These target cells...to enhance...”

Line 66 - “endothelial 1” should be endothelin

Line 88 - “may aid us in treating glaucoma is...surgery”

Line 119 - “such drugs” doesn’t make sense. That paragraph starts
talking about ROCK signalling and then switches the focal point.

Another problem is that the ROCK abbreviation has two different
meanings throughout the text.

Table 1 doesn’t have a reason to exist, since the text has all that
information and more.

Lines 61 and 62 - that point about age, glaucoma and Rho-kinase
has to better explained

References should be rewritten following a single model
throughout

Table 1 isn’t mentioned in the manuscript. Furthermore, it adds
nothing extra to the text.

Fig 1 isn’t mentioned in the text.

Optional /General comments
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