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Figure 2. Comparison of omental biometrics and calculated anthropometrics between sexes. (a) Omental mass (g). (b) Omental * (Omental mass and volumes were pOSitiVCly correlated with estimated cadaver
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Figure 1. Greater omenta and femur bones”. (a) Photograph of dissected cadaveric greater omentum with signature apron-like shape. @® .gﬁ\& -@é
(b) Stature (S) and body mass (BM) were calculated using maximal femoral length (MFL) and femoral head diameter (FHD), respectively. 7 1 Futur e D 1 r e Ctl O n S
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