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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 

 

1. No case report is complete  without treatment 

and  follow up of the patient.  

2. The author has not written any examination 

findings of left eye in the case report.  

3. Any visual improvement after refraction also has 

to be written in the case report. 

4. The size of one of the foreign bodies is not 

correctly written. In figure 3 and 4, one wooden 

foreign body looks much  longer than what is 

written in the text-- line 48.  The correct size of 

other foreign body should be written. 

5. Any other manifestations and complications  of 

retained wooden foreign bodies in the 

conjunctiva, reported in the literature should be 

written in the discussion. 

6. References are to be written as per the format of 

the journal. Authors’ names are not written in 

many references. 

All the above points should be included in the revised 

manuscript. 

 

I agree with Reviewer’s comments and corrected 

the Manuscript. The Reviewers comments helps 

in improving the standard of scientific 

presentation. 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

There are many grammar errors, type errors throughout 

the paper (lines 19,20,21,22,23,24,27,37,40,46,47,53,66). 
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