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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

The manuscript is poorly written, it is not well structured. The Method
section is non organized and does not clarifies enough details. Results
section should only focus on the study results.

| have attached the file which contains my comments on it.

Minor REVISION comments

Included in the attached file.

Optional/General comments

This paper is not focusing on the reported animals. There are some figures of
human patients.Are they by any way related to this study?

As animals are very difficult to be evaluated by optometrist, how did you measure
VA, kerotography and refraction?
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PART 2:

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)

Yes. The researchers claim that written consent was obtained from all
patients (Porks and Rabbits)! | think the ethical section was simply
copied from another paper and | strongly recommend that the journal
check the IRB code.

There are lots of information in the paper (e.g. Fig 5) which are clearly
related to people not animals and | am worried that they have done the
procedures on human eyes before completing the necessary steps.
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