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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 
1. I wonder whether the author had checked the normality of age and other examination 

values like TGF β. If those data were skewed distribution, it's not suitable to describe 

them by Mean(±SD). 2. I wonder how the study determined the sample size. It would be 

better If the author could elaborate on it. 3. It would be more concise if the Table 2, 3, 

and 4 became one table. In other words, three groups (advanced CRC, early CRC, and 

healthy control) can compare at the same time by other suitable statistics methods. 4. 

Figure 1 and Figure 2 also could be more concise by integrating counterpart data. 

Conclusively, my opinion on this article is a major revision. 


