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The manuscript is interesting and well written. I would only suggest a minor language 

polishing. Results are clearly presented and statistical analysis was well conducted. I 

would include more updated references in the discussion (e.g. Godos J et al, 2017; Biondi 

A et al 2013 BMC surg; Grosso G BMC surg 2012, Biondi et al 2016 wjgo) 


