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	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The study tries to highlight the importance of continuous IOP monitoring in patients receiving intravitreal steroids. It is a known fact that an immediate rise in IOP can occur with any intravitreal injection, whether it is a steroid or AntiVegf as it is done within a closed space. What it is trying to point out is the sustained increase in IOP in some patients and the need to monitor them regularly.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Incidence of Ocular Hypertension in patients receiving intravitreal triamcinolone for various retinal diseases. This would be an appropriate title as the factors causing raise in IOP have not been studied. The direct relation to the disease and the IOP rise cannot be proved, hence the disease cannot be cited as a factor in the cause of raised IOP. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	In the abstract the definition of ocular hypertension is taken as a rise of more than 5mmhg from baseline whereas in the materials and methods it is given as rise of more than 20% from baseline. Study guidelines cannot be different between abstract and methods. 5mmHg is an absolute value whereas 20% from baseline is a dynamic value. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The values given in para 4.1 and the chart in figure 1 are completely different. As the original datasheet is not available , it is difficult to assess which is the correct value.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes . Under Background para 6 line 4 an extra word “Eleven” is present which has to be deleted.
	

	Optional/General comments


	There is a prospective study , but no mention has been made about safety protocols that would be taken in cases of sustained rise in IOP .( whether any medication would be started or any surgical intervention would be undertaken etc)

Discrepancies in data are an issue and have to be corrected.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There is a prospective study , but no mention has been made about safety protocols that would be taken in cases of sustained rise in IOP .( whether any medication would be started or any surgical intervention would be undertaken etc)
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