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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	It is important to reduce the intraocular pressure and the present work may be beneficial.
The results may be beneficial for the treatment of refractory glaucoma.
 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the chapter is suitable.
	

	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.

	
The keywords may be defective. The authors need to check all keywords from MeSH database.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The introduction section should have a detailed description of the micropulse laser.
The inclusion and exclusion criteria should be included.
What is the rationale of examining the eye at 1,4, and 8 weeks?
Can complications such as complications, including uveitis, vision loss, chronic hypotony, rarely phthisis bulbi, and sympathetic ophthalmia arise?
The authors may elaborate a bit on the aqueous flow.
Does the age of the patient and the duration of treatment influence the results?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The latest references from 2023 and 2024 may be added.
	

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

	There are several English language errors. The manuscript needs proper language editing.

	

	Optional/General comments

	The study has good scientific facts. However, it should be revised according to the comments.
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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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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