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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 review successfully brings anatomical scoring systems, clinical risk models, physiological assessment, pharmacotherapy, and mechanical circulatory support into a single clinical narrative, which is valuable for both practicing interventional cardiologists and trainees. Additionally, the emphasis on personalized, multimodal decision-making aligns well with contemporary guideline trends and precision medicine approaches.
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	The title is appropriate, clear, and representative. It accurately reflects the dual focus on risk assessment and optimization strategies, as well as the clinical orientation of the review
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	The abstract is generally well structured, comprehensive, and aligned with the manuscript content. However, in my opinion, this subject may lend itself well to a future dedicated systematic review and meta-analysis, given the growing body of comparative and outcome-based evidence available, which could allow for a more quantitative assessment than is possible in a narrative format.
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