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	PART  1: Comments


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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 explores the emerging intersection between gut microbiota modulation and thrombosis prevention which is an area of growing clinical relevance in view of the global burden of cardiovascular disease. The evaluation of the probiotic strain LP-KFY05 (noting that the manuscript consistently uses KFY05 rather than HFY05, as stated in the review form title) introduces a novel antithrombotic strategy mediated through anti-inflammatory pathways. The study offers mechanistic evidence of the mentioned pathway’s regulation and demonstrates efficacy comparable to dipyridamole, highlighting its promise for development as a functional food intervention. Nonetheless, the findings are confined to animal models only, and extensive further validation is required before any consideration of clinical translation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes but unfortunately the review form and title reference "HFY05" while the manuscript consistently uses "KFY05" throughout (abstract, methods, results). This is not a minor typo—it's a fundamental reproducibility issue that invalidates the work unless corrected against the CGMCC 16635 deposit records.
	

	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.

	No, few points for revision requested are:
· First line identifies strain as LP-KFY05 but title uses HFY05. 
· Missing sample sizes (n=10 per group should be stated).
· No statistical significance indicators, only states P less than 0.05 threshold.
· Does not mention the 10-day intervention period
· Similar to dipyridamole is vague - specify whether statistically equivalent or any other parameter?
· Conclusion overstates findings - can reduce inflammation and inhibit thrombosis should be demonstrated potential to reduce given animal model limitations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	No, few points why:
1. Manuscript body uses LP-KFY05 throughout while Introduction mentions LP-HFY05 and title/review form use HFY05.
2. No justification for 10-day intervention period vs. established thrombosis models.
3. No blinding mentioned for outcome assessments
4. No significant difference claims lack actual p-values therefore invalidating the statement.
5. IN the results, the claims of similar to dipyridamole seems to lack equivalence testing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	· No, the article misses recent reviews on microbiome-thrombosis axis (2020-2023).
· Couldn’t access Reference 17.
· In reference 18, the 6x10^10 probiotics/day human dose claim seems unclear, I suggest a new reference.
	

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

	

Professional English editing recommended before publication.


	

	Optional/General comments

	1. Figure 10, which presents the proposed mechanistic schematic, is overly simplified and contributes limited additional scientific value.
2. The manuscript lacks a comprehensive dose–response analysis, with conclusions drawn from only two tested concentrations.
3. Survival analysis and long-term outcome data are not included, limiting interpretation of sustained therapeutic benefit.
4. The study does not evaluate bacterial viability following gastric transit, which is critical for assessing functional efficacy of the probiotic.
5. Discussion regarding clinical translation appears premature, as the findings are derived solely from a single-species animal model.
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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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