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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript addresses the anticoagulant potential of aqueous garlic (Allium sativum) extract using standard coagulation parameters (PT and APTT), which are clinically relevant hematological assays. The study contributes to the growing body of evidence supporting the role of herbal medicines as complementary or alternative agents in coagulation-related disorders. Given the increasing interest in cost-effective and accessible therapeutic agents, particularly in low-resource settings, the findings are relevant for both laboratory hematology and translational herbal medicine research. Although similar studies exist, the manuscript provides additional experimental data that reinforce the anticoagulant properties of garlic in a controlled in vitro setting
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the content of the manuscript.

Minor suggestion for improvement :
“In Vitro Anticoagulant Effect of Aqueous Garlic (Allium sativum) Extract on Human Plasma Coagulation”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is structured and covers background, objective, methodology, results, and conclusion.

Suggestions:

· Improve grammatical clarity and sentence structure.

· Replace general statements in the background with more concise wording.

· Specify the statistical test used (Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test) in the abstract for transparency.

· Correct minor typographical errors (e.g., “prolonger” → “prolonged”).

Overall, the abstract is informative but requires language polishing
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design is scientifically acceptable for an in vitro experimental investigation. The use of PT and APTT as outcome measures is appropriate for evaluating anticoagulant activity. Sample preparation, extract preparation, and coagulation testing are adequately described.

However, the following issues should be addressed:
· The sample size (n = 15) is relatively small and should be acknowledged as a limitation.

· The rationale for choosing extract concentrations (25%, 50%, 100%) should be better justified.

· Some methodological descriptions are repetitive and could be streamlined.

· Units and reagent descriptions should be standardized and clarified.

Despite these issues, the methodology is fundamentally valid.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and mostly recent, including peer-reviewed journal articles. The manuscript appropriately cites previous in vitro and review studies related to garlic’s anticoagulant activity.

Minor comments:
· Remove duplicated references.

· Ensure uniform formatting according to the journal style.

· Some older foundational references are acceptable, but ensure balance with recent literature.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, typographical mistakes, and awkward sentence constructions. While the scientific meaning is generally understandable, the language requires professional English editing to meet scholarly publication standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	a. Tables should be reformatted for clarity and consistency.

b. Results and discussion sections contain redundant explanations that should be condensed.

c. The discussion could better distinguish between confirmation of previous findings and the specific contribution of this study.

d. Conclusions should be more cautious and avoid overgeneralization beyond in vitro findings.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No major ethical issues are identified. Ethical approval and informed consent are clearly stated, and the study adheres to the Declaration of Helsinki principles
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