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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.


	This review addresses the central, clinically consequential biology of preeclampsia by integrating angiogenic imbalance with inflammatory and endothelial pathways. Framing placental maladaptation together with circulating biomarkers is relevant for both mechanistic interpretation and near-term translational stratification. The topic remains important because preeclampsia is heterogeneous (timing/severity, maternal comorbidity context) and mechanistic generalizations often outpace evidence. A clearer, more critical synthesis could help readers distinguish established mechanisms from emerging therapeutic concepts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and accurately signals the manuscript’s scope. 
	

	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.


	Partly comprehensive, but it reads as a narrative overview without a clear statement of the review’s aim, scope, and take-home conclusions. I suggest adding a one-sentence objective, explicitly noting this is a narrative review, and ending with 1–2 concise conclusions. Consider reducing repetition of the same biomarkers across sentences and ensuring consistent terminology.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the biological framing is broadly consistent with current concepts. However, several passages would benefit from tighter causal language (association vs mechanism), clearer separation of preeclampsia from eclampsia, and explicit acknowledgment of clinical heterogeneity (early/late onset; maternal vascular risk). The “diagnosis and treatment” sections should be careful to distinguish validated clinical uses of biomarkers from investigational or context-dependent applications.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I recommend ensuring inclusion of the most recent major international clinical guidance/consensus documents on hypertensive disorders of pregnancy to anchor terminology and diagnostic framing.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but requires substantive language and copy-editing to meet scholarly standards. 
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	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interests are identifiable from the text provided; however, a formal Conflict of Interest statement should be included per journal policy.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No specific plagiarism concerns can be substantiated from a manual read; similarity screening would be required for assessment.
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