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Compulsory REVISION comments 1. Corrections effected

To authors, 2. Information about Briggs Family have been reviewed and cut short.

1. Abstract: Touch very shortly Briggs family in abstract. You stated twice “There was no 3. ABO and Rh blood group has been shortened.

Rhesus D negative cases and haemoglobin SS genotype: Please delete one. 4. The study is unique in that no work has been carried out specifically

2. Introduction: Readers have no interest in Chief's name of Briggs family. You here on Briggs Family that is more or less like a village. We observed that

should only state that Briggs family is a large tribe in this area. Delete detailed there was no RhD- and HbSS in the family which is a unique new
explanation of Briggs family. If Briggs family has been reported to have “peculiar” red finding as at now.
blood type, then, detailed explanation for it is necessary.

3. Introduction: Shorten the explanation of ABO and Rh. These are common sense of

medicine.
4. Atlast, the study did not reveal “brand new” findings. Or, is it new in the point that there

were NO people with RhD — or HbSS? If the latter is the case, please emphasize this
new finding and emphasize its medical/social significance more straightforwardly. If you
consider that this (these) is/are not new to the extent that you “emphasize” it (them),
then state following: (example) although the present study fundamentally reconfirmed
the preexisting data, this detailed description may be of use as basic/fundamental data
to further study. In short, DISCERN what is already known vs. not known. If all are
already known, then, state the above. State this definitely. Even in the case that this
study was a reconfirmation, it is OK.
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