Review Form (Review)

	Book Name:
	New Horizons of Science, Technology and Culture

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7667

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Post-Prostate Cancer Tissue Repair Using Injectable Biomaterial Scaffolds: Present Approaches and Future Outlooks

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE


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 review article addresses an emerging and clinically significant area in regenerative medicine by exploring injectable biomaterial scaffolds for post–prostate cancer tissue repair. The manuscript provides a comprehensive overview of current biomaterial strategies, including natural hydrogels, synthetic polymers, nanocomposite scaffolds, and advanced smart biomaterials aimed at restoring stromal architecture, vascularization, and neurofunctional integrity following prostate cancer treatment. The topic is highly relevant because conventional therapeutic approaches remain insufficient for achieving long-term functional regeneration after radical prostatectomy or radiotherapy. In addition, the manuscript successfully integrates biomaterials science with translational urologic oncology, offering valuable perspectives for future minimally invasive regenerative therapies.


	


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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	


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. The title is scientifically accurate, clear, and reflects the overall scope of the review article effectively.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract adequately summarizes the major concepts discussed in the manuscript, including biomaterial classes, regenerative mechanisms, and future directions. However, it could be strengthened further by briefly highlighting the major translational challenges and clinical limitations of current injectable scaffold systems.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, overall the manuscript is scientifically sound and well organized. The review successfully summarizes contemporary biomaterial approaches for prostate tissue regeneration. However, the manuscript remains largely descriptive in several sections and would benefit from deeper critical analysis comparing the advantages, limitations, and translational feasibility of different scaffold systems. Additionally, more prostate-specific clinical evidence should be incorporated, as some cited studies originate from broader tissue engineering applications rather than direct prostate regeneration models.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references are generally recent, relevant, and derived from peer-reviewed scientific literature. The inclusion of several 2024–2025 references improves the contemporary relevance of the review. Nevertheless, incorporation of more clinical and translational studies specifically focused on post–prostate cancer regenerative therapies would further strengthen the manuscript.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. No major ethical concerns were identified within the manuscript. 
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