Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Current Journal of Applied Science and Technology

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_CJAST_152158

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Injectable Biomaterial Scaffolds for Post-Prostate Cancer Tissue Regeneration: Materials, Methods, Limitations, and Emerging Approaches

	Type of the Article
	


General guidelines for the Peer Review process: 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound.

To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general-editorial-policy/
Important Policies Regarding Peer Review

Peer review Comments Approval Policy: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer-review-comments-approval-policy/  

Benefits for Reviewers: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits-for-reviewers 
	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 highlights the potential of injectable scaffolds for tissue and functional regeneration after prostate cancer, addressing the limitations of current therapeutic approaches. It provides a critical synthesis of emerging biomaterials and strategies, offering a key framework for research and clinical translation.
	

	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.


	-The main objective of the review must be explicitly stated at the beginning of the abstract.

-A sentence indicating the nature of the review (narrative, critical, or systematic) and the overall approach adopted should be added.

-The detailed list of biomaterials and growth factors may need to be simplified to make the abstract more concise.

-The conclusion should be strengthened by placing greater emphasis on the potential clinical impact and future perspectives.
- Keywords should be improved.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	- It is necessary to review and improve the text of the present article in terms of writing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	It is suggested to refer to the following articles: 

· Cully, M. Tuning kinase inhibitor residence time. Nat Rev Drug Discov 14, 457 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1038/nrd4673
· Murphy, S., Atala, A. 3D bioprinting of tissues and organs. Nat Biotechnol 32, 773–785 (2014). https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt.2958
· Resnick M.J. et al., Long-term functional outcomes after treatment for localized prostate cancer, N Engl J Med, 2013. DOI: 10.1056/NEJMoa1209978


	

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


	Yes


	

	Optional/General comments


	-The introduction section should be revised:
-The biological rationale for the difficulty of regeneration should be strengthened by placing greater emphasis on post-irradiation fibrosis, hypovascularization, and the loss of pro-regenerative signals.

-The unique nature of injectable matrices compared to other regenerative strategies (cell-only therapy, gene therapies, solid implants) should be more clearly explained.

-The link to the review's objective should be more explicitly introduced at the end of the introduction.

- Some sentences are long and very dense (especially the 3rd and 6th sentences).
- Figure 1 is too simplified and lacks scientific depth, which limits its informative value for a specialist readership.
-The presentation of the figures should be standardized: it is recommended to adopt a single format (framed or unframed) for all figures.
For conclusion: 

- The redundancy in the description of the limitations of conventional approaches needs to be slightly reduced, as some ideas (palliative nature, lack of lasting regeneration) are repeated in the first paragraph.

-The link to the initial objectives of the review needs to be strengthened by explicitly stating what this synthesis offers that is new compared to the existing literature.

-It would be relevant to balance the tone by qualifying some very forward-looking statements (for example, "true regenerative cure"), in order to remain consistent with the current state of preclinical and clinical research.

-The distinction between established evidence and future prospects needs to be better distinguished, specifying which results have already been demonstrated experimentally and which remain hypothetical.

-It would be useful to explicitly integrate the main translational barriers (long-term safety, control of biodegradation, oncological risk, regulatory constraints) in order to reach a more realistic conclusion.

-The conclusion would benefit from ending with a more concise and impactful summary sentence, clearly highlighting the long-term vision and research priorities needed for clinical application.

	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.8
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