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	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	The manuscript findings reveal the impact of individual blood group on coagulation profile, providing scientific evidence for surgeons to consider ABO blood group when determining the outcome of their surgical procedure. Therefore, this research finding indirectly suggests that knowing a patient's blood group is helpful not only for transfusion but also in understanding the risk of bleeding variation among individuals with different blood groups.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title looks fine and is self-explanatory about the study.
	

	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 well written, but organizing it by background, objective, method, result, and conclusion would improve clarity. Please also include the study period and use font size 11 for better readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Of course, it is scientifically correct. It has a background which is written in detail, has a clear objective, sound methodology, and conclusion and recommendations are well written based on the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Except for evidence for historical findings, the references are somewhat up to date and properly written. 
	

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


	All in all, it is well-written with good grammar and a structured flow of ideas.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1.You wrote objectives, research questions, and hypotheses; they somewhat convey the same message. It would be better if you had written only objectives.
2. You did not specify who performed the coagulation profile or describe their professional qualifications. Performing a coagulation profile manually is labour-intensive and prone to error unless the laboratory professional’s technical skills are clearly documented and thoroughly explained.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There is ethical consideration content in the manuscript, but it would be much better if the authors add content such as “the research followed the 1964 and subsequent version Declaration of Helsinki.”
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