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VERSION 1 - REVIEW 
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REVIEW RETURNED 30-Mar-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS The protocol is well presented but please allow me to make the 
following observations. I apologise in advance if I have 
misinterpreted anything.  
 
1. I was a bit unclear as to what is usual care in this context? This is 
critical for ethical reasons because the participants who received the 
comparator lens cannot be offered the intervention lens if this is 
deemed effective?  
 
2. There seemed to be several items in the STROBE that either 
were not present in sufficient detail or not on the correct pages? For 
example, I think there should be much more information on the 
randomisation process and the allocation concealment planes - 
there seems to be some confusion between these two aspects at 
present.  
 
3. I think the authors could be explicit when they are referencing 
data from animal models and when the evidence cited comes from 
human studies. Much of the circadian mechanistic research is from 
animal models and there are many non-circadian mechanisms that 
could be at play in something like shiftwork, which is mentioned in 
the introduction.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

To reviewer  

We are grateful to Dr. Greg Atkinson for the critical comments and useful suggestions that have 

helped us to improve our manuscript. As indicated in the responses that follow, we have taken all 

these comments into account in the revised version of our manuscript.  
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Response to comment 1:  

Both kind of intra ocular lens were widely used for cataract surgery. To clarify the present situation, 

we revised abstract of introduction (line 38 to 45, page 3) and introduction section of manuscript (line 

121 to 122, page 7).  

 

Response to commnt 2:  

According to a SPIRIT guideline for a protocol of randomized controlled study, we described 

randomization process and allocation concealment at line 292 to 294 in page 17.  

 

Response to comment 3:  

Previous studies about circadian rhythm cited at introduction section (reference number 1 to 16) were 

human studies. As for an in vitro experiment (reference number 17), we clarified the characteristics of 

study according to reviewer’s suggestion (line 85 to 86, page 5). 
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