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	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 publication makes a novel contribution by describing the results of a specific surgical method for a difficult patient population. The study's thorough reporting on the use of enhanced osteosynthesis in 44 older individuals provides valuable, granular data on both its efficacy and consequences. This extensive case series serves as an important standard for doctors and could form the basis for future, larger-scale comparative investigations. Finally, the paper advances the scientific community's efforts to develop a gold standard of care for these complex injuries.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes 
	

	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.


	Recommendations for enhancement: 
1-To better describe the study population, include more detailed patient characteristics, including a comorbidity index. 
2-Provide further context for the functional ratings by elucidating the meaning of "satisfactory" in terms of MEGY. 
3-To increase reproducibility, include specific information regarding the surgical technique, such as the quantity of cement used for augmentation.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound. It adheres to the established structure and logic of a valid scientific study result.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Although the references are largely adequate, they could be more current and pertinent.
The references address a wide range of subjects that are crucial to the work, such as:
Overview of fractures of the distal femur (Refs 1, 2, 7, 20, 26).
Details about fracture healing and locking plates (Ref 3, 8).
Age-related osteoporosis (Ref 4, 33).
The use of bone cement in diverse orthopedic circumstances (Refs 5, 6, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 29).


	

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


	The English and vocabulary used in the paper are appropriate for academic discourse. The writing is precise, succinct, and use the right medical language. When conveying complicated medical information to a professional audience, this straightforward, objective tone is crucial.
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	Nil 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Yes Indeed, there are significant ethical issues with this approach. The absence of any reference to ethics committee (IRB) approval and patient informed consent is the biggest worry. All research involving human subjects must have these. The article is unable to prove that the patients' safety and rights were upheld in the absence of these remarks.
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