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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
[Introduction] - Language is good - There is no need to cite the topical application of

Prineo™ from manufacture’s guideline. Therefore, I suggest deleting Line 80-83 (It is

intended for … guidelines). [Case presentations] - Very well written in clear language -

The author stated that the first patient’s TED hose were discontinued until the blisters

dried up, but did not mention the second patient’s TED hose during the treatment.

[Discussion] - Generally, Discussion section is well written but too verbose. - For

example, the authors provided 3 paragraphs (line 241-267) to describe a noticeable

reduction in operating time in the use of Prineo™. I think such points should be in brief,

because this manuscript highlighted the rare complication of Prineo™ rather than the

advantages of Prineo™. [Conclusion] - The first sentence is not the real conclusion from

this case report; please delete it. - Line 280 and 282, I prefer “case report” to “case series”

because there are only 2 cases in this manuscript. [Figures] - Figure legends need to be

rephrased to provide robust and "stand alone" information, if a reader viewed only that

Figure without reading the text. [References] - Appropriate
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
In the case where several studies have already been conducted, even if the subject of the

cases are pediatric patients, it is not considered to be a unique or new message.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
well written, facing an underestimated complication of a device of increasing use. the

schematic approach is excellent. Good is the final discussion.
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