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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The manuscript is well-written. The findings were 
found to be interesting and well-justified. However, 
a few facts to be improved: 
a). title need to be more specific (need to mention 
about the different concentration of zobo drink) 
b). justify the use of albino wistar rats (in terms of 
species, male/female, weight of the animals). 
c). specify on which preparation of zobo drink 
showed beneficial effects on blood parameters and 
explain. 
d). Lowering WBC count was not well justified. 
e). what are the possible active compounds that 
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provide the beneficial haematological parameters. 
f). justify the use of aqueous extract. 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

All the results were well written, however, the 
explanation for each result went missing.  
 
Discussion section is needed to re-write. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

The manuscript is well-written. The findings provided 
are compromising.  
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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical 
issues here in details) 
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