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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	The chapter offers a rigorous, clinically grounded synthesis of scoring tools in acute pyelonephritis and emphysematous pyelonephritis. It translates complex physiological, radiological, and biomarker-based models into actionable pathways, which is valuable for urologists, nephrologists, intensivists, and emergency physicians. The integration of mNEWS2, bacteremia prediction models, and CT classification provides practical clarity and supports better triage and antimicrobial stewardship. This work meaningfully contributes to improving bedside decision‑making and reducing morbidity in urinary sepsis.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title accurately reflects the scope and depth of the chapter. No changes required.
	

	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.

	The abstract is comprehensive and aligned with the chapter. A minor suggestion would be to add a brief line on future research directions (AI/radiomics) to strengthen its completeness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically robust, well‑referenced, and methodologically sound. The flow from conventional scoring systems to APN‑specific tools and AI‑based approaches is coherent and evidence‑backed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	References are sufficient, contemporary, and relevant. No compulsory additions needed. Optional: Consider adding one more radiomics‑focused prospective study when available, to reinforce Section 9.
	

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

	

The language is clear, scholarly, and appropriate for a book chapter. Minor grammatical polishing may be performed during copyediting.


	

	Optional/General comments

	

A well‑structured and clinically meaningful contribution. The practical triage algorithm implicit in the text could be converted into a figure for even better applicability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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