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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 manuscript is significant because it examines and assesses treatment approaches that alter the intricate metabolic, immunological, and endocrine reactions to trauma. It highlights the need for individualized, evidence-based approaches in trauma care, offers insightful clinical information, and suggests viable interventions.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title “Therapeutic Strategies Targeting the Endocrine-Metabolic-Immunological Response to Trauma: A Systematic Review” is suitable, as it accurately reflects the scope, focus, and methodology of the manuscript.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and presents the study's aim, methods, key findings, and conclusion clearly. It could be improved by briefly stating the clinical outcomes evaluated and the total number of studies initially screened.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript exhibits a sound methodological foundation. The discussion critically assesses both clinical and experimental evidence, the analysis is comprehensive, and the interventions are correctly grouped by physiological axis.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Indeed, there is a good balance between foundational and contemporary research, with numerous sources published between 2014 and 2024, and the references are generally adequate. However, the review's clinical relevance and depth might be further enhanced by adding more high-impact, worldwide guidelines or meta-analyses, such those from the European Society of Intensive Care Medicine or the Surviving Sepsis Campaign.


	

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


	Although there are some areas that require improvement, the article's language and English quality tends to be appropriate for scholarly communication. Although the paper successfully communicates scientific information, there are a few grammatical structure problems, poor phrasing, and extended phrases that could make it difficult to read and understand. 
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