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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 covers a clinically relevant and emerging area, at the intersection of urologic oncology, regenerative medicine and biomaterials science. Complications of prostatectomy and radiotherapy (urinary incontinence, erectile dysfunction, fibrosis) remain a major unmet need with limited regenerative solutions. It is relevant to researchers and clinicians and highlights natural/synthetic injectable scaffolds, advanced systems (nanocomposites, exosomes, smart hydrogels) and translational challenges. But the topic is important. However, the manuscript is marred by significant redundancy, lack of critical depth. It provides a useful compilation but not the type of critical analysis that is expected.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-Good, but slightly long. Could be more concise.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-Adequate but repetitive and promotional. Lacks clear quantitative summary of evidence strength
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-Mostly good, but could include "regenerative urology" or "post-prostatectomy regeneration".
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-organized?3Sufficient but overly descriptive with repetition across sections 1-2.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-Implicitly clear but not explicitly listed as bullet points.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-Yes, covers main materials.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-Many 2022–2025 citations; however, heavy reliance on projected/future-dated papers raises concerns
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2-Major weakness. No PRISMA flow, no search strategy, no inclusion/exclusion criteria. Unacceptable for a review.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2- The manuscript is largely descriptive rather than analytical. Sections 5-6 read like a catalog of materials with minimal comparative evaluation. There is no critical assessment of why certain materials perform better than others, no discussion of conflicting findings, and no identification of methodological limitations in the cited primary studies. Tables 4-6 present data without interpretive synthesis.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        3-Mentioned in conclusion but superficial.


	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-Optimistic but not strongly supported by   critical evidence synthesis.


	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2- Major deficiency. The manuscript does not discuss its own limitations as a review (e.g., lack of systematic methodology, reliance on preclinical data, absence of clinical translation). More importantly, it fails to discuss limitations of the scaffold approaches themselves: cancer recurrence risk is mentioned once in the abstract but never addressed substantively; immunogenicity of xenogeneic materials (collagen, gelatin) is ignored; the challenge of achieving functional innervation is glossed over.

	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3- Reference quality is inconsistent. Several citations are inappropriate or misattributed: (1) Maraldo et al., 2007 is a urine biomarker quantification paper using SERS, not a 4D bioprinting study; (2) Sharma et al., 2025 is cited with a DOI that does not resolve to the claimed content; (3) Kadry & Abdel-Megeed, 2022 is a preprint on Research Square, not peer-reviewed; (4) Tian et al., 2025 discusses macrophage polarization, not exosomes as claimed in Section 6.4. These errors seriously undermine credibility.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3-Generally clear but suffers from repetition, unclear phrasing.
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor suggestion: "Injectable Biomaterial Scaffolds for Post-Prostate Cancer Tissue Regeneration: Current Strategies and Future Perspectives" (more precise).
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO.

Suggestion: The abstract must be shortened by 40-50% and restructured to include:

Precise scope statement

Methodology note (narrative review vs. systematic)

Key material categories covered

Principal finding that distinguishes this review

Explicit conclusion on current translational status

Remove the exhaustive list of growth factors and materials—this belongs in the main text.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY, but with significant concerns.
Issues identified:
1. Oncological safety is inadequately addressed. The manuscript repeatedly discusses promoting angiogenesis (VEGF, bFGF) and cell proliferation in a post-cancer context without adequately addressing the risk of stimulating residual malignant cells. This is a critical safety concern that is mentioned in the abstract but essentially ignored in the main text. In a population at risk for recurrence, promoting vascularization and cell proliferation requires rigorous safety justification.

2. Misattributed references. As noted above, several references do not support the claims made. The Maraldo et al. (2007) citation for 4D bioprinting is factually incorrect—that paper is about urine biomarker detection using surface-enhanced Raman spectroscopy.

3. Extrapolation without justification. The review cites bladder, bone, and craniofacial scaffold studies and assumes applicability to prostate tissue without discussing the unique features of the prostate microenvironment (e.g., androgen dependence, unique stromal-epithelial interactions, prostatic fluid secretion requirements, zinc metabolism).

4. Lack of quantitative data. The review presents no quantitative comparison of scaffold performance (degradation rates, mechanical properties matched to prostate tissue, cell viability percentages). Table 9 provides mechanical properties without prostate tissue benchmarks, making the data uninterpretable for the stated application.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. While numerous, the review lacks systematic selection. Many key high-impact papers on hydrogel design or clinical translation barriers are missing. Reliance on the authors' previous work and recent low-citation papers is noticeable. Needs pruning and addition of more critical sources.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	YES.

Details:

Cancer recurrence risk: The manuscript advocates for pro-angiogenic and pro-proliferative scaffolds in patients treated for prostate cancer without adequately discussing the theoretical risk of promoting residual micrometastases or local recurrence. This is an ethical and safety concern that requires substantive discussion, not a passing mention.
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