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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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
Please spell-check your document, cross-reference literature cited in the text against the 
bibliography, and ensure that every entry in the bibliography is accurate and has the 
correct format 
 
 

 
 
Revised 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
A new paragraph should be added in the introduction that show the anaesthesia 

importance 

In figure 2 showed be separated not a and b to be better clear  to show  the findings 

The conclusion part in abstract is unclear .;please clarify 

The important details in materials and methods are missed in the abstract 

Try to select another key words that not present in the title 

Very long paragraphs in introduction, please summarize it or divide it into short one 

Check reference  6,16,21, and 23 

Recommendation should be carefully written and modified 

Figure 2 :I am not understand this please clarify 

The conclusion need to be written again to become more simple and clear 

- methodology. 

-One important question is about the definition of experimental groups 
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Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
Originality of the study is good, but there are numerous grammar and language issues, 

which need to be addressed. Unfortunately, due to shortcomings in the language of the 

manuscript. -I suggest that the authors carefully revise the manuscript and rewrite it. A few 

suggestions are given in an attempt to help prepare this revision. 
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