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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 
 

 
 
The paper is too technical and the material might not be understood by 
ophthalmologists who do not specialize in CXL. I recommend adding more detailed 
explanation to the formulas and figures. 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
Not all the references are cited. 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
An important and interesting article that theoretically explores the key parameters 
in corneal collagen crosslinking (CXL) and their influence in both type-I and 
oxygen-mediated type-II mechanisms. 
This is a valuable paper for our scientific community that adds some new 
information with clinical relevance.  
The manuscript is well-planned. The format is appropriate for this journal and 
follows instructions. The Materials & method are described systematically with 
sufficient details. The author presents and interprets the results and conclusions in 
an appropriate manner. Discussion and conclusions are based on actual facts and 
figures and supported by the data. 
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