Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research in Cardiovascular Diseases

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRCD_137854

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Cardiovascular Calcification: Unraveling the Mechanisms, Clinical Impact, and Therapeutic Challenges

	Type of the Article
	Review Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 review article summarizes in a orderly fashion the pathophysiology and environmental molecules related to the cardiovascular calcification phenomenon. As prevalent and global burden cardiovascular diseases are, understanding the underlying mechanisms in its process is the first step in developing molecular and pharmacological targets. It contains the current basic science knowledge about this topic. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Short and explains the comprehensive of the topic at hand, appropriate
	

	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.


	Abstracts follow a logic pattern; however, would improve readability if structured in sections if allowable per journal policies. 

CVC is a well-known abbreviation for Central venous catheter, would suggest replacing for a different abbreviation.
Last sentence ¨redictors, however, need further work to validate reliability¨seems to be unnecessary as it doesn’t fit the narrative. 

For key words would suggest Mesh terms (see pubmed) such as vascular calcification, vascular smooth muscle, others
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is physiologically plausible and sound, and well researched. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are considered adequate for a review article and most are recent from last 5 years, some outliers in reference 46,42,27, 21, 7. This outliers are well explained in the text and add substance to the article. 
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, well written and curated review article. Would benefit of minor style corrections, source for the figures and to include more hypothesis generating ideas from the authors. 
Something that would interesting to include is the concern for microplastics related to carotid artery plaques, as shown in recent articles that could be included within the emerging risk factors sections

https://www.nejm.org/doi/full/10.1056/NEJMoa2309822
Fig 1. Please include the source of the information in the legend. 

CAC as abbreviation for coronary artery calcification should be disclosed the first time

Fig 2. Please include the source of the information in the legend, if image is original from authors please state so. 

There seems to be a missing link or subtitle between page 3 and 4, would suggest including a link sentence to continue the flow of the subsection. 

Fig 3,does not seem to add much to the article expertise, would suggest elimination

Fig 4, please include source of information in the legend. 

Last paragraph of 2.2 imbalance… ( counteracting proteins. The paragraph is suggesting a hypothesis or expanding from the imbalance hypothesis. It would add to the manuscript to include this hypothesis generating ideas.  

4.2 biomarkers, ALP and OPG role was mentioned previously, would suggest acknowledging this fact and motify to smooth the transition and reduce repetition. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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