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As the authors claimed that Day case total shoulder arthroplasty (TSA) is a novel

approach, we need these data accumulation to gather our experience.
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Introduction Appropriate Line 21-24. An aim should be described. Methods A

power analysis is important to determine sample size. Patient reported outcomes and

functional assessment outcomes are important for clinical studies. A 3 month follow up

is rather short for ROM outcome The primary outcome being the ROM is rather clinical

insignificant. I would recommend to focus on the complications and safety as a primary

outcome given the short follow up period. Results Appropriate Power calculation

based on difference ony in abduction seems problematic. Discussion Appropriate
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