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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 REVISIONcomments
Minor REVISION comments
Optional/Generalcomments Unfortunately, this reviewer thinks that there is no enoughconstructive material to warrant publication in this manuscript.The author’s case is serious, unhappy and regrettable case but notrare and interesting case. And all mentioned ophthalmologists didtheir own work, and managed the patient’s complication properly.There is some risk involved in every ocular surgery. Of course, asthe author’s suggestion, the consultation and discussion should beaccompanied in the diagnosis and treatment of patients. In thelarge eye hospital, many ophthalmologists have their own sub-speciality, so they can give a detail medical service to theirpatients. All-round one ophthalmologist cannot do everyophthalmological procedure. They do their best, but some pitifulcase can exist. The authors suggested a valid criticism but this kindof issue don’t make the article or paper. This manuscript could notgive the interesting scientific issue, and also did not be written onthe basis of proper medical knowledge.Note: Anonymous Reviewer


