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English language needs major editing

Where are the details of the technique of phaco chop? There is only the
machine parameters. (line 72-74)

EPT is mentioned first without what it stands for. It should be mentioned
first.

In the abstract, the outcomes measured are mentioned as names ony yet
there is no mention of all of them (except the EPT) in patients and methods.
There is no mention of how randomization was done to recruit eyes in each
group.

In the evaluating corneal oedema there was no mention of how it was
evaluated and even was not mentioned at all. Is it by slit lamp? Why did the
authors did not do specular microscopy for the corneas before and after
which would have been more objective than just subjectively reporting the
oedema.

In reporting the results of the EPT and PT there is no mention of how they
were measured : is it seconds?

Why follow up time is in days???

In reporting visual outcomes: what was the measuring method was (log MAR

or decimal).

Discussion is do deficient although it is an outdated topic that makes researchers
find similar papers.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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