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2. What grade of the cancer samples collected, how it was differentiated? 

3. Material and chemical information’s need to be added.

4. Any chemotherapy or targeted therapy patients are involved in this study?

5.  The carcinomas SCC-1 and SCC-2 that were examined in this study contained approximately 70% and 40% carcinoma, why these difference in percentage.
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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