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PART 1: Review Comments

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 1) Nor clear what is the meaning ‘ values on the same row,having different 1. Meaning clarified
superscript, are significantly different” in Table 1 and Table 2 2. Unit added
2) 31.20 £0.11, unit not shown (page 41) 3. Index separated
3) Index formula not written properly (better representation , differentiate 4. Correctedasaandb
between symbol X the alphabet and multiplication symbol) — page 41 5. Result recast and corrected
4) Reference Gbadamosi et al (2017) —two reference, should be label as 2017a
and 2017b in the entire manuscript
5) Page 39 ( The was also significance difference (P>0.05) between T1 and T3
for mucosal fold area, however there was significant difference (P>0.05)
between T1, T2, T4, T5 and T6. Both were significant? Should either one be
‘not significant’ instead?
Minor REVISION comments 1) Page number — not in order Page numbering corrected and Bruton et al (1979) removed, inconsistencies
2) Reference format not consistent corrected.
3) Bruton et al (1979) — not in the article
Optional/General comments Good content but the document formatting was not done properly.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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

As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper.
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