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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 REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 

 The present manuscript “A CASE OF SUPRACHOROIDAL HEMORRHAGE DURING 
CATARACT SURGERY- A RARE COMPLICATION” discussed about a case of 
Suprachoroidal Hemorrhage (SCH) during a cataract surgery, its rapid diagnosis, its 
intraoperative management and accurate postoperative interventions to achieve good visual 
acuity after SCH. The manuscript is important for scientific community and the clinical 
ophthalmologists. 

 The title of the article is suitable 

 The abstract is comprehensive 

 The subsections and structure of the manuscript is appropriate 

 The manuscript is scientifically correct in my opinion 

 The references cited are okay. However, few more key references may be added. For 
example,  

 Ling R, Cole M, James C, et al. Suprachoroidal haemorrhage complicating cataract surgery in 
the UK: epidemiology, clinical features, management, and outcomes. Br J Ophthalmol. 2004 
88:4:478-80. 

 Stein JD. Serious adverse events after cataract surgery Curr Opin Ophthalmol. 2012;23:3:219-
25.   

 Some of the abbreviations are not mentioned in the text in their 1
st
 instance. For example, 

Suprachoroidal Hemorrhage (SCH). These should be mentioned in the text 

 It was mentioned by the authors “during surgery, iris prolapse occurred”…what may be the 
possible reasons for this situation? Was it the possible reason for SCH in the present case? 

 The conclusion of the case study should be based on the clinical findings and results of the 
present case and should not contain any reference of other workers. Therefore, the conclusion 
section may be revised and the reference 

[13]
 may be omitted.  

  

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

The English language of the text is okay. However, a general spell check and language check will 
improve the overall English language of the manuscript. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The revised manuscript may be accepted for publication after incorporating the suggested 
revisions. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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