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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 
1. There are too many errors in the grammar; use 
of spaces, periods, commas, fonts, or formats. The 
authors should carefully review the manuscript 
before sending it to a Journal.  
2. The inclusion or exclusion criteria were not 
shown clearly.  
3. What was the definition for statistically 
significant? Although the authors mentioned 
p<0.05 was considered as significant in the 
methods section, P=0.05 was also considered as 
the “significant” in the results. It indicates that the 
assessment for the results could be incorrect. 
Please make sure. 
4. I don’t see any novel or unique finding in this 
manuscript.    
5. As mentioned above, there are too many 
mistakes as a scientific assessment in this 
manuscript. The investigator should carefully 
review the protocol. 
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Optional/General comments The inclusion criteria were not shown clearly.    
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