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Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do Can be condensed.
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suggestions here.

Are subsections and structure of the Yes
manuscript appropriate?

Please write a few sentences regarding the Scientifically requires corrections — Tile method of Blood Grouping can not be
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why examined under a microscope. Repeatitions can be avoided.
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robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
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have suggestions of additional references,
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Is the language/English quality of the article
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