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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
Author did not number the lines in his manuscript to make review easier. 
Authors detail like address and email to follow the topic. 
Author should remove the abstract from italics. 
Author did not mention platelet count in his abstract. 
Author did not follow the design of the topic of project work, he/she should have 
designed the work as using 2 set of control(control 1 are CKD without transfusion 
and 2nd control are healthy patients) since his topic is CKD on Blood Transfusion. 
Author should have increased his healthy control subjects to about 60 or 80 since 
they are readily available, using 30 shows laziness. 
Author should recheck his methodology for sample collection as centrifuging clotted sample 
will make it heamolysed and note the temperature quoted as it is not up to room 
temperature. 
The results should not contain much words, author should edit as all information written for 
tables 4.1 and 4.2 are already in the table. 
Author should have drawn a table containing only the heamatological parameters for all the 
groups and compare them with one another just as done in table 4.2. He/she was quick to 
jump step by comparing EPO with heamatological parameters. 
References were not following international standard arrangement, they also need to be in 
same pattern. 
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Author should cite the name of the referred author(s) before highlighting its index number 
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