Response to Reviewer 1 Comments

We appreciate and acknowledge the effort from the reviewers.

Point 1: The paper is based on a good premise, that we have not proven what the effect of wearing glasses is on the rate of progression of myopia. The conclusions in the paper are: 1) that there is no reason not to prescribe the full myopic correction to children who are myopic and 2) the study period may be too short to draw a solid conclusion. But,  I feel the main point lacking in the paper is an acknowledgement that there are other interventions (not glasses, but Atropine, OrthoK and Soft MF lenses) that have been shown to slow the rate of myopic progression more than in those wearing spectacles of full or partial correction prescription.  

Response 1: We agree that a reference to this fact should be included, therefore the lines 273 and 274 (Discussion) have been modified and now can be read as:
Unless there is no clear inhibition / slowing down of myopia progression from the under-correction, it should not be recommended as a first choice intervention strategy, moreover when there are alternatives that had proven capable of slowing the rate of myopia progression [54]. In this perspective, a different approach to determine the effect of full-correction with single vision spectacles wear is described, redefining how this research can be done in the future.


Point 2: In the first line, you can not say spectacles are risk-free. Although glasses provide protection from small projectile objects, there are numerous instances of children who are injured from an object hitting glasses (soccer ball, baseball, etc.) and incurring injuries due to wearing glasses. Also, the premise of the paper is in question as a risk. Does wearing glasses induce faster increases in axial length than other forms of correction? There is a potential risk in wearing glasses that accelerate the rate of axial length increase.

Response 2: For better phrasing, the introduction paragraph does not longer refer to them as risk-free but as non-invasive, simple and affordable.

Point 3: In Minor spelling issues:

Enroll is with 2 “L’s”, also enrollment.

Response 3: As noted in the Cambridge dictionary, both variants are valid. Being usage of a single “l ” preferred for the British spelling.
[bookmark: _GoBack]In the interest of consistency, we would stick to the British variant, as British spelling has been used across the manuscript (e.g. minimise, normalisation, randomisation, summarises…).

Source: https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/enrol


Point 4: There are a number of minor grammatical errors that require editing by a native English speaker who is familiar with this topic.

Response 4: Several improvements to the grammatic and readability of the manuscript have been made. For more detail, please refer to the tracked version of the manuscript.
