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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 provides a timely synthesis of the emerging intersection between haematology, computational modelling, and precision medicine. It highlights the interdisciplinary nature of the field; clearly articulating AI's paradigm shift in thrombosis research while identifying key areas for future investigation and collaboration to bridge technological promise with clinical practice. 
However, the manuscript does not explicitly adopt or state a PICO-structured research question as its methodological foundation. The study's design is a broad narrative-analytical framework rather than a focused PICO-driven systematic review. Also, it lacks specific mention of database.
No discussion of non-platelet like coagulation-based thrombosis risk predictors by AI or EHR-integrated models which could highlight platelet AI's unique dynamic edge over static lab parameters. Adding this would strengthen translational claims and value of the study.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, well structured. It provides sufficient information for a reader to grasp the article's main contributions and scope.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is overall scientifically sound however few inconsistencies noted:
1. Briefly elaborate on "AI-orchestrated platelet dynamics" early in the introduction. What AI's "orchestration" role specifically encompasses in this context (e.g., integrating, modeling, predicting, or even potentially guiding interventions).
2. In Results para3, labeling these analyzers as a "transformative innovation" based on a single future-dated reference (Talha et al., 2025) might be an overstatement of current, established scientific reality. Rephrase or provide more robust evidence of its current impact.
3. In Intro (para1) citing Talha et al. (2025) as the primary support for the fundamental biological role of platelets in hemostasis and thrombosis seems less appropriate. This specific reference appears to be more focused on AI applications. 
4. In Discussion para1, phrase "This superiority largely stems from..." is slightly redundant given the preceding sentence already states "substantial improvement over traditional statistical models." The two sentences convey very similar information.
5. In Discussion para6, briefly mention specific XAI techniques that are gaining traction in medical AI to provide a more concrete direction for addressing this limitation.
6. For all future-dated references, add a parenthetical note indicating their current status (e.g., "in press," "accepted manuscript," "preprint").
7. No discussion of non-platelet AI like coagulation-based thrombosis risk predictors or EHR-integrated models which could highlight platelet AI's unique dynamic edge over static lab parameters. Adding this would strengthen translational claims.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	References are recent.
Recommend standardisation of references.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The article is overall well written, can be accepted with suggested modifications and appropriate formatting.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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