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	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 holds significant relevance for the scientific community, as it explores a widely used cardiac biomarker in a specific high-risk population. This study contributes to the understanding of Troponin I as a potential early screening tool for cardiovascular events in previously untreated hypertensive patients, thereby expanding its diagnostic and preventive applications in clinical practice. Furthermore, it provides valuable insights into the correlation between serum troponin levels and myocardial infarction risk, which may guide new therapeutic strategies and public health policies focused on cardiovascular disease prevention. Finally, the work reinforces the importance of integrating laboratory evaluation with clinical monitoring as an essential pillar in the management of systemic arterial hypertension.
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	The references are sufficient; however, some are old (more than 5 years old). I suggest replacing them.
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	Overall, the article presents a good structure and scientific relevance, demonstrating a clear understanding of the topic and clarity in the presentation of results. However, it is noted that some of the references used are outdated, with more than five years of publication, which limits the update and contextualization of the findings in light of the most recent evidence. Furthermore, the discussion section requires improvement, as the authors mainly focused on restating their own results rather than performing a comparative analysis with other studies in the literature. It is important to emphasize that the discussion should go beyond simply repeating the findings, aiming to contrast and interpret the obtained results in light of previous research, highlighting similarities, differences, and clinical or scientific implications that strengthen the study’s conclusions.
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