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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

A well-written paper. Minor comments:

be corrected to: few systematic reviews reported the...

expanding this section to cover more details.

1. Summary: few systematic review reported the... should
2. Methods to find duplicates. Suggest
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

This manuscript is confusing! It is not clear what the purpose is nor is it clear as to what literature the

authors have reviewed in order to come up with their results? Is this based in published studies or

original data the authors have developed?
Why on report on the prevalence from 4 systematic reviews? Biased!
Figure 2 does not provide any information that cannot be placed in the text.

sense, please explain.

The abstract should be structured and provide results!
The results have no structure.
Figure 3 makes no




