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Observations 

Research bythe authorsis an originaland interestingworkhas not been published, itis 

relevant from thefield of clinicalandbasic researchallowingclarifiesknowledge 

aboutrecurrentophthalmicdisease entityandcomplex understanding. 

The manuscript may beaccepted with minormodifications andhigher inits 

structure,provided that they aremodified. 

The observationsare organized bysections presentedin the manuscript. 

1.- The reference number one to define theuveitisis very old(24 years), there are recent 

publicationsthat providemoremodern definitions, so it  the rest of thereferences 

showdatesare not updated. 

2.-Howdiscardedinfectiousuveitistype, the methodisnotshown 

3.-Paragraph68to 73describedthe treatmentto patientswithout anycriteria forapplication 

of the drugs,isonlyusedtreatmentoptions, without an organizationregarding the 

conditionofeach study subject 

4.- The authors did notshow anywhereof the methodologyregardinghow to 
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identifythesegroupsCD8lymphocytescorresponding toHLA-B27 andHLA-B51 antigensfor 

subjects withuveitis. 

5.-Whennot homogeneousstudy groupsthe presenceof HLA-B27 type(-) andHLA-B51 (-) 

in both women andmencanresulttends to be largerwith regard tothe other three 

groupsofstudy 

6.-Line 119beware ofinadequate spaces 

7.-Themost relevant datashowbetterif they appear inthe initial positionof paragraph 142 

8.- Paragraph165of the line"There isnot muchdata aboutthepositivityofHLA-B51 andnon-

ocular complicationsofBehcetdiseases inthe166literature"in this type ofscientific 

writingisnotcertain thatthere aremany or fewitemsdescribinga condition ordisease. 

9.- ComparingresultsSakamato et alfromline166refers to theUveitisin the presence 

ofBehcet's disease, whereas in this studyuveitiswere evaluatedin the absence 

ofthediseaseBehecet, so there isnot apoint of comparisonbecause there areverydifferent 

etiologiesUveitis. 

10.- Rows118 to 123specifies thatthe treatments weredifferentwithrespect to 

differentpositive andnegative groupsHLA-B27 andB51, so theresultsregarding 

treatmentbeforehandis known to bedifferent betweenthe study 

groupsandconsequentlyits results. 

 

11.-The discussiondescribed in paragraph176 to 178, does not show enoughscientific 

evidencetobe affirmedby theauthor, it must contrast withother causes ofvisual prognosis 
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12.-Line 182does not expressaccuratelyif it relates totheir study groups or to other 

groups of studies 

13.-Paragraphof lines182 to 185do not discusswithother studies about ofthis result, so it 

result is shownincomplete. 

14.-Line188show  thatsoughttoidentifythe ocular complications in the study population, 

however, there isn´t  resultsabout  this statement in any place of the manuscript. 

 

Minor REVISION 

comments 
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comments 
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