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

	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 manuscript is important to the scientific community because it provides an integrated, up-to-date synthesis of the pathophysiology, prevention, and management of pressure injuries, bridging basic biological mechanisms with clinical and surgical practice. By consolidating evidence from nursing science, biomedical engineering, and reconstructive surgery, it offers a multidisciplinary framework that reflects real-world care and current knowledge gaps. The review also highlights emerging regenerative and technology-driven therapies, guiding future research directions and innovation. As such, it serves as a valuable reference for clinicians, researchers, and policymakers seeking to improve patient outcomes and healthcare quality related to pressure injuries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title “Literature Review: The Pathophysiology, Prevention, and Evolving Management of Pressure Injuries (Bedsores)” is suitable and appropriate. It accurately reflects the scope, structure, and scientific depth of the manuscript, clearly signaling that the article is a comprehensive review covering mechanisms, preventive strategies, and both established and emerging management approaches. The inclusion of “evolving management” is particularly relevant, as it captures the focus on technological and regenerative advances.

If a more formal or journal-oriented alternative is desired, the following options could also be considered:

· “Pressure Injuries: Pathophysiology, Prevention, and Advances in Clinical and Surgical Management”
· “Pressure Injuries (Bedsores): An Integrative Review of Pathophysiology, Prevention, and Emerging Therapeutic Strategies”
· “From Pathophysiology to Regeneration: Current and Emerging Approaches in the Management of Pressure Injuries”

	

	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, well structured, and accurately reflects the main objectives, methods, and conclusions of the manuscript. It clearly summarizes the pathophysiology, prevention strategies, and evolving management of pressure injuries, while emphasizing the multidisciplinary nature of care and the relevance of emerging regenerative therapies.

To further strengthen the abstract, a few minor additions could be considered:

1. Methodological clarification: Briefly stating that the review is a systematic narrative review and indicating the main databases searched would enhance transparency and methodological rigor.

2. Clinical impact: Adding a short statement on how the findings may influence clinical practice or patient outcomes could increase practical relevance.

No major deletions are recommended, as all current elements are aligned with the manuscript’s scope and add value. Overall, only minimal refinement is suggested rather than substantive changes.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The concepts presented regarding the pathophysiology, classification, epidemiology, prevention, and management of pressure injuries are accurate, consistent with current international guidelines, and well supported by peer-reviewed literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient, authoritative, and generally up to date for a comprehensive review. The manuscript appropriately cites international guidelines, landmark studies on pathophysiology and risk assessment, and high-quality systematic reviews and Cochrane analyses. The inclusion of recent publications (up to 2024) on epidemiology, prevention strategies, NPWT, psychosocial aspects, and regenerative therapies supports the relevance and timeliness of the review.
If minor strengthening is desired, optional additions could include:

· Recent NPIAP/EPUAP/PPPIA consensus updates or implementation frameworks (post-2019) emphasizing prevention bundles and quality metrics.

· Newer reviews on AI-assisted pressure monitoring, smart support surfaces, or digital health/telemedicine applications in pressure injury prevention.

· Very recent (2023–2024) translational or early-phase clinical studies on biomaterials or stem-cell–based therapies to further contextualize emerging approaches.
These would be complementary rather than essential; no major gaps are evident.


	

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


	Language / English quality:
The English language quality is suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clear, precise, and uses appropriate scientific terminology throughout. The tone is professional and consistent, with logical flow and minimal grammatical or stylistic issues. Only minor copyediting (e.g., occasional sentence tightening or avoidance of repetition) would be needed prior to publication, but no substantive language revision is required.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript is well organized, comprehensive, and timely, addressing a clinically significant problem with a strong multidisciplinary perspective. The integration of pathophysiology, prevention, conservative management, surgical principles, and emerging regenerative strategies adds considerable educational and scientific value. The narrative synthesis is coherent and balanced, appropriately distinguishing established evidence from evolving therapies. With only minor refinements related to methodological transparency and optional inclusion of recent technological advances, the manuscript is well suited for publication and will be a useful reference for clinicians, researchers, and healthcare policymakers.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No significant ethical issues are identified in this manuscript. The work is a literature review based exclusively on previously published studies and international guidelines, and it does not involve direct patient recruitment, human experimentation, or the use of identifiable patient data.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are identified in this manuscript.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected in this manuscript.
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