
RESEARCH ARTICLE OPEN ACCESS

Implementation of Clinical Algorithms in Complex Wound
Care: A Pilot Study on Feasibility and
Professional Acceptance
Marques R.1,2 | Lopes M.3 | Pais-Vieira C.1,2 | Neves-Amado J.1,2 | Alves P.1,2

1Centre for Interdisciplinary Research in Health, Faculdade de Ciências da Saúde e Enfermagem, Universidade Católica Portuguesa, Porto,
Portugal | 2School of Nursing Department, Faculdade de Ciências da Saúde e Enfermagem, Universidade Católica Portuguesa, Porto,
Portugal | 3School of Nursing Department, Universidade Federal Ceará, Fortaleza, Brazil

Correspondence: Marques R. (rasilva@ucp.pt)

Received: 6 January 2026 | Revised: 26 March 2026 | Accepted: 9 April 2026

Academic Editor: Benjamin Stephanus Botha

Keywords: clinical decision support | complex wound care | feasibility study | mobile health (mHealth) | nursing informatics | professional
acceptance | wound assessment

ABSTRACT
Purpose:Mobile applications that integrate clinical algorithms have the potential to standardize wound assessment and to support
clinical decision-making across assessment, diagnostic support, and therapeutic planning in complex wound care. This pilot study
explored the feasibility of implementing such algorithms in a mobile application and examined concordance with nurse as-
sessments and professional acceptance.
Methods: A prospectivemulticenter pilot cohort study was conducted between June and October 2023 in rehabilitation units, outpatient
clinics, primary healthcare, homecare, and hospitals. Adults aged ≥ 18 years with pressure injuries/pressure ulcers, venous leg ulcers,
arterial ulcers, or diabetic foot ulcers were eligible. Nurses recorded data using the CWS_Validation application at three time points over
4weeks. Agreement between algorithm-generated classifcations and nurse assessmentswas analyzed using Cohen’s kappa, Fleiss’ kappa,
and Krippendorf’s alpha. Nurse adherence to therapeutic recommendations and perceptions of the alert system were also evaluated.
Results: A total of 49 patients with 56 wounds (mean age = 79 years) were included. Pressure injuries/pressure ulcers were most
prevalent (71.4%), particularly categories 3 (25%) and 4 (23.2%). The algorithm provided diagnoses for 46 wounds, with fair overall
concordance with nurse assessments (κ= 0.41; 95% CI: 0.24–0.57). Adherence to therapeutic recommendations was high: 85.3% in
complete monitoring and 90.3% in partial monitoring. Nurses rated the alert system positively (mean = 4.34, SD= 0.82) in
complete monitoring sessions (n= 109).
Conclusions:Clinical algorithms can be feasibly integrated intomobile applications and are well accepted by nurses across diverse
care contexts. These preliminary fndings highlight the potential of algorithm-driven tools to support wound assessment and
decision-making, while underscoring the need for larger studies with more robust designs to confrm clinical impact.

1 | Introduction

Chronic and complex wounds, including pressure injury/pres-
sure ulcer (PI/PU), leg ulcers (LUs), and diabetic foot ulcers

(DFUs), represent a major and growing public health concern.
These wounds are associated with prolonged healing trajectories,
recurrent complications, and signifcant impacts on morbidity,
mortality, and quality of life [1–3]. They also impose substantial
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economic burdens on healthcare systems due to the need for
long-term treatments, repeated hospitalizations, and specialized
resources [4, 5]. Optimizing wound care is therefore an in-
ternational priority, particularly for vulnerable populations such
as older adults and people with diabetes [6].

Evidence highlights the importance of systematic monitoring
and early intervention to improve outcomes in wound man-
agement [7, 8]. However, traditional approaches remain reliant
on manual documentation and subjective assessment, leading to
variability between professionals and challenges in ensuring
continuity and accuracy of care. In this context, digital health
technologies, including mobile health (mHealth) applications,
emerge as promising tools to standardize wound assessment,
support decision-making, and facilitate real-time information
exchange among healthcare providers [9, 10].

Clinical algorithms, when integrated into mHealth platforms, ofer
structured, evidence-informed guidance by combining individual
patient characteristics with standardized decision pathways [11].
These clinical decision support systems (CDSS) have shownpotential
to reduce practice variation, improve adherence to best practices, and
enhance clinical documentation [12, 13]. Despite technological ad-
vances, the evidence base for algorithm-based wound care appli-
cations in real-world clinical practice remains relatively small and
largely descriptive. Existing studies suggest promising feasibility and
healthcare professionals’ acceptance, but further research is needed
to establish their clinical efectiveness and agreement with clinician
assessment across wound characteristics [9, 14].

This study addresses this gap by exploring the feasibility of
implementing clinical algorithms for wound assessment and
therapeutic decision support through a mobile application (app).
Specifcally, it examines (i) concordance between algorithm-
generated classifcations and nurse assessments and (ii) pro-
fessional acceptance, including adherence to algorithmic rec-
ommendations and perceptions of the alert system. By situating
this work within routine clinical contexts, the study provides
preliminary evidence to inform future large-scale evaluations of
algorithm-driven decision support in complex wound care.

2 | Materials and Methods

2.1 | Design

A prospective, multicenter, observational pilot cohort study was
conducted to evaluate the feasibility of implementing clinical
algorithms for complex wound management in real-world
healthcare settings. Reporting was guided by the Strengthen-
ing the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology
(STROBE) checklist to ensure methodological transparency and
rigor [15]. In accordance with recommendations for CDSS
research, external evaluation across diverse clinical contexts
was prioritized to enhance applicability and reduce imple-
mentation bias [16, 17]. The multicenter design further
strengthened external validity by capturing variation in wound
care practices across diferent healthcare environments, as
recommended in eHealth implementation research [18, 19].

2.2 | Sample and Setting

Participants were consecutively recruited between June and
October 2023 from rehabilitation units, outpatient clinics,

primary healthcare centers, nursing homes, home care services,
and hospitals across seven health institutions in urban and rural
settings in northern mainland Portugal. The study included two
groups:

1. Adults with complex wounds: Eligible patients were aged
≥ 18 years and presented with PI/PU (categories 1–4,
unstageable, or suspected deep tissue injury), device-related
PI/PU, mucosal membrane ulcers, venous leg ulcers
(VLUs), arterial ulcers, mixed ulcers, ulcers of unknown
etiology, or DFU (neuropathic, ischemic, or neuro-
ischemic). Exclusion criteria included circumferential
wounds (due to technical limitations in image capture),
wounds outside the specifed typologies, and refusal to
provide informed consent.

2. Collaborating nurses: Nurses with prior experience in
wound assessment and treatment, with or without formal
specialization in tissue viability, were included to ensure
proper use of the application. Eligible participants were
required to have at least 2 years of professional experience,
to be employed at the institution, and to provide daily care
to persons with wounds. Participants were selected by their
respective institutions.

In total, 49 patients with 56 wounds were enrolled andmonitored
by 48 trained nurses.

2.3 | Variables and Measures

The CWS_Validation app, developed for iOS and Android
platforms, is amobile decision-support tool for nurses, structured
around the nursing process. It guides a comprehensive assess-
ment of the person and the wound, supports the diagnosis of
impaired skin integrity in PI/PU, LU, and DFU, and, based on
healing potential, directs nurses toward expected outcomes. It
enables complete or partial monitoring with image capture,
automatically generating woundmeasures such as length, width,
and area. The app also provides general and wound-specifc
recommendations, including alerts, and works online due to
AI-based image algorithms. It is designed for point-of-care use
and ensures continuity of care through secure in-app data storage
without retaining data on themobile device. Future development
will aim to enable interoperability with institutional information
systems.

Data were collected using the CWS_Validation app, including the
following:

• Patient characteristics: age, sex, medical history, comor-
bidities (e.g., diabetes and vascular disease), medication,
allergies, smoking, body mass index, and skin phototype
according to the Fitzpatrick scale [20].

• Wound-related measures: typology, anatomical location,
duration, recurrence, wound edges, perilesional and sur-
rounding skin, exudate, pain (intensity, type, and fre-
quency), systemic/local infection signs, and vascular
assessment (palpation, Doppler, ankle-brachial index [ABI],
and toe-brachial index [TBI]).

• Monitoring type:

◦ Complete monitoring included full clinical data, image
capture, and wound characterization.
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◦ Partial monitoring was restricted to four local parameters
(necrotic/slough tissue, infection, exudate, and macera-
tion of wound edges/perilesional skin).

• Algorithm outputs: wound typology classifcation, thera-
peutic plan recommendations, and alerts.

• Professional acceptance: nurse agreement with therapeutic
recommendations (yes/no), perceived usefulness of alerts
(5-point scale), and time spent on monitoring.

The app provides both general and specifc recommendations for
the therapeutic plan. General recommendations are based on
wound typology; for example, in PI/PU, they include risk as-
sessment, regular skin inspection, and adequacy of support
surfaces, among others. Specifc recommendations are tailored to
local wound characteristics and are based on the concept of
wound bed preparation [21–23].

The specifc groups of variables and data felds collected by the
application are summarized in Table 1.

2.4 | Procedures

Nurses used their personal smartphones to install and access the
app. Patients were monitored over a 4-week period, with man-
datory assessments at baseline, Week 2, and Week 4 (complete
monitoring). Additional assessments using the partial monitor-
ing protocol could be performed as clinically indicated.

Image capture followed standardized procedures: wounds were
photographed after cleaning, at a 90° angle, including at least
4 cm of perilesional skin, under controlled lighting conditions,
and without fash. All data were anonymized within the app and
automatically transferred to secure servers.

While using the app, nurses entered clinical data directly into the
platform. After submission, the app provided real-time feedback
regarding therapeutic plans and alert indicators (e.g., signs of in-
fection, wound size, tissues in the wound bed, and factors that delay
healing). However, the app did not provide feedback onwound type
during data collection. The comparison between the app-generated
wound classifcation and the nurses’ clinical assessments was
conducted internally, ensuring blinding to prevent bias.

At the end of the data collection period, a paper-based ques-
tionnaire containing both open- and closed-ended questions was
administered to assess participants’ professional profle, prior
technological experience, app use, perceived usefulness, us-
ability, barriers to adoption, perceived benefts and limitations,
improvement needs, and patient and professional acceptance of
the app. Overall system usability was further evaluated using the
version of the System Usability Scale (SUS) validated for
Portugal [24].

2.5 | Ethical Considerations

The study was approved by the ethics committees of the
Administração Regional de Saúde do Norte (Opinion No. CE/
2023/58) and Unidade Local de Saúde da Guarda (Decision No.
55/2023). Written informed consent was obtained from all
participants or their legal representatives. Data confdentiality
and compliance with the General Data Protection Regulation
(GDPR) were ensured. Participation was voluntary, without f-
nancial incentives.

2.6 | Bias

To reduce potential sources of bias and ensure standardization,
engagement, and rigor in the collection of textual and image data,
training was provided to all 48 collaborating nurses. The training
sessions covered specifc topics, such as accessing and installing
the app on personal smartphones, completing the digital data
collection form, participant anonymization, image capture pro-
cedures, recruitment guidelines, informed consent, distribution
of monitoring materials (rulers and markers), and instructions
for resolving questions or participant withdrawal.

The external validation process of the clinical algorithms in-
volved comparing the wound types recorded by the nurses with
those automatically generated by the algorithms. This compar-
ative analysis was conducted internally and remained in-
accessible to the collaborating nurses, ensuring blinding and
avoiding infuence on clinical decisions.

This observational study did not involve the application of direct
interventions but the use of an app for data collection, image
capture, and confrmation of the processed information. While
using the app, local nurses received feedback on wound size,
recommendations, and alerts. It is important to highlight that the
information was initially recorded by the user, later submitted to
the application for analysis by the algorithms, and only then was
the feedback given. The fnal clinical decision remained the
responsibility of the collaborating nurse, regardless of the de-
cision issued by the app, thus ensuring the person’s safety.

We tried to ensure that the same nurse always collected in-
formation from the same patient and wounds over the 4-week
follow-up period.

An additional potential risk lay in recording information through
the app, which consumed time and resources. However, we
ensured that participation in the study did not interfere with
other clinical activities carried out by participants; since wound
monitoring is already included in their daily routines, they would
only have to record the information in the app.

2.7 | Sample Size

The sample size was determined based on the level of agreement
between what was recorded by the collaborating nurse (user) and
what was suggested by the algorithms, considered ideal for the
kappa coefcient, set at 0.8, while values below 0.5 were considered
unacceptable agreement. Furthermore, to estimate the sample size,
a 95% CI, 80% statistical power, and an estimated prevalence of 50%
for wounds were adopted, considering that there are diferent types
of wounds with diferent prevalences. Using the formula proposed
by Donner and Eliasziw [25], which is applied to determine the
minimum number of observations necessary to detect acceptable
agreement between evaluated observers. The sample size was set at
66 distinct wounds, including PI/PU in diferent clinical pre-
sentations, arterial ulcers, VLU,mixed LU, LUof unknown etiology,
DFU, neuropathic DFU, ischemic DFU, and neuroischemic DFU.

2.8 | Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics (frequencies, means, and standard deviations)
were used to summarize sample characteristics and wound pa-
rameters. Concordance between algorithm-generated classifcations
and nurse assessments was analyzed using Cohen’s kappa, Fleiss’s
kappa, and Krippendorf’s alpha, with 95% confdence intervals.

Nursing Research and Practice, 2026 3 of 9

 7053, 2026, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1155/nrp/1833733 by U

niversidade C
atolica, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [25/05/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



Krippendorf’s alpha was used to assess the overall level of agree-
ment between the algorithm-generated classifcations and the ref-
erence classifcations across cases in which a wound typology
classifcation was produced; therefore, it was not applied to cases
with missing information, such as absence of a photo or insufcient
clinical data. A chi-square test was applied to assess whether
agreement with therapeutic recommendations exceeded a reference
threshold of 70%. Statistical signifcance was set at p < 0.05.

Interpretation of concordance coefcients followed established
guidelines: ≤ 0 = no agreement, 0.01–0.20 = slight, 0.21–0.40 =

fair, 0.41–0.60 =moderate, 0.61–0.80 = substantial, 0.81–1.00 =
almost perfect [26–28]. Analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS
Statistics Version 28 (IBM Corp., New York, USA) and R Version
4.3.0 (R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria).

3 | Results

3.1 | Sample Characteristics

The study included seven health institutions of varying types,
refecting the diversity of clinical contexts where complex

TABLE 1 | Groups of information and data felds collected by the CWS_Validation application.

Information group Data felds
Patient information (complex wound) Age, sex, relevant medical history, episode type (consultation, hospitalization),

confrmation that the participant has read and signed the informed consent,
skin phototype, presence of any associated disease or condition, history of

previous vascular surgery, tobacco use in the last 6 months, current
medication, allergies, and skin sensitivities. Absence or likelihood of no
nutritional intake for more than 5 days, weight (kg), and height (m)

Wound-related symptoms in the last 24 hours Pain with dressing and/or debridement, pain between dressing and/or
debridement, drainage or exudate, odor, itching, bleeding, cosmetic or

aesthetic concern and/or distress, edema and/or swelling around wound, bulk
or mass efect from wound, bulk or mass efect from dressing

Anatomical location of the wound Identifcation of the wound’s anatomical location using a human body image.
Based on the selected anatomical location:

If the wound is on a bony prominence, mucosa, or involves a medical device:
Exposed to friction, pressure, or shear forces, partial or total immobility,

incontinence/moisture, associated with a medical device, mucosal
involvement, limited to a single location and/or has a circular/regular shape,

none of the above if the wound is on the lower limbs: edema,
hyperpigmentation, white atrophy, telangiectasias, varicose veins, or

varicosities, venous eczema, calluses, foot and/or toe deformities, decreased or
absent sensation, absence of hair growth, foot or toe gangrene, dry necrosis,
intermittent claudication, neuropathic pain, nociceptive pain, rest pain

especially at night, relieved when the foot is dependent, previous amputations,
bilateral presence of posterior tibial and dorsalis pedis pulses, ABI, audible

biphasic or triphasic doppler sound bilaterally, TBI
Healing potential Signs of poor local blood perfusion, possibility of correcting the wound’s

underlying cause, adherence to the therapeutic regimen, availability of
healthcare resources (materials and professionals) to meet the patient’s needs

Wound assessment Estimated duration of wound existence (in months), recurrent wound, wound
typology, image capture of dressing, image capture of the cleaned wound, pain
(characterize intensity, frequency, and type), signs and symptoms of systemic
infection presumably associated with the wound, evaluation of local infection

signs and symptoms, afected tissues, topographic changes, wound
dimensions, automatic feedback on wound contours calculated by image

processing algorithms, tissue types in the wound bed
(necroticþ sloughþ granulation = 100%), wound edges, perilesional skin,

surrounding skin, exudate
Agreement Opinion on automatic wound bed contouring, agreement with wound

measurements (length, width, and area) presented, agreement with the
percentages of tissue types presented, usefulness of the recommended
therapeutic plan, and usefulness of alerts during and after the process

Specifc recommendations Description of the treatment plan to be implemented: cleaning, debridement,
therapeutic options, dressing fxation, and complementary and adjunctive

therapies; treatment frequency; duration of monitoring period
Abbreviations: ABI = ankle-brachial index, TBI = toe-brachial index.
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wounds are managed: National Network of Integrated Con-
tinuing Care (30.6%), hospital medical wards (36.7%), nursing
homes (10.2%), outpatient clinics (10.2%), community care units
(10.2%), and home care (2%). Hospitalization was the most
frequent care episode (85.7%).

A total of 49 patients with 56 wounds were enrolled. The mean
age was 79 years (SD = 12.98; range 55–104), and 57.1% were
male. Most participants had skin phototypes II or III. Clinical
characteristics are summarized in Table 2. Hypertension (59.2%),
diabetes mellitus (32.7%), and anemia (26.5%) were the most
common comorbidities. Contributing factors to delayed healing
included friction/pressure/shear forces (90.9%) and partial or
total immobility (54.5%).

3.2 | Wound Characteristics

PI/PU were the most prevalent wound type (71.4%), followed by
VLU (7.1%) and arterial ulcers (7.1%). All categories of PI/PU
were represented, with categories 3 (25%) and 4 (23.2%) being
most frequent. Previous ulcer history was reported in 23.2%.

Wounds were located exclusively on the trunk and lower limbs,
most often in the sacrococcygeal region (19.6%), calcaneus (16%),
buttock region (14.3%), trochanteric region (12.6%), and the
lower third of the leg (10.7%).

In complete monitoring sessions (n= 109), the mean wound area
was 14.33 cm2 (SD = 19.7), and the mean wound depth was
2.25 cm. On average, the wound bed consisted of 53.9% granu-
lation tissue (n= 97), 33.9% slough (n= 75), and 12.1% necrotic
tissue (n= 23). Signs of infection were identifed in 27 assess-
ments, with the most frequent being the presence of necrotic/
slough tissue (n= 31), increased exudate (n= 20), and delayed
healing over 2–4 weeks (n= 19). Wound edges were most de-
scribed as macerated (n= 36) or rolled/thickened (n= 19).
Maceration was also the most frequent fnding in the perilesional
skin (n= 55). Pain was generally low to moderate (mean = 3.91
on a numerical scale), most commonly intermittent and neu-
ropathic in nature, and higher in venous and arterial ulcers.

3.3 | Monitoring

A total of 109 complete monitoring sessions and 30 partial
sessions were performed, resulting in 95 wound images. The
number of complete sessions was lower than the expected 168
(estimated from the number of wounds included and the
scheduled number of monitoring sessions per wound) due to
wound healing, discharge, transfer, or death.

Complete monitoring generally required 10–30min, while par-
tial monitoring was completed in under 10min. Monitoring
times varied by wound type, with VLU and PI/PU requiring the
most time (Table 3).

3.4 | Concordance Analysis

The algorithm generated a wound typology classifcation in 46 of
56 cases; in the others, the lack of suggestions was due to the
absence of clinical information, such as associated diseases or
conditions, body mass index, history of vascular surgery, wound
recurrence, presence of specifc signs and symptoms, vascular
assessment, and relationship of the wound with bony promi-
nences or medical devices. We observed a fair overall level of

agreement of 0.406 (CI 0.243–0.569). The point estimate is below
0.5, but the CIs include a value of 0.5, indicating that the con-
cordance can be considered statistically equal to 0.5. Thus, within
the constraints of a pilot study, these values may be considered
acceptable, given the large number of categories with small
subsamples. Krippendorf’s α (0.39, 95% CI: 0.22–0.57) and
Fleiss’s κ (0.39, 95% CI: 0.25–0.53) yielded similar results
(Table 4).

By wound type, concordance was almost perfect for DFU and
arterial ulcers, moderate for PI/PU, and poor for VLU and device-
related PI/PU, though estimates were limited by small subsample
sizes (Table 5).

Negative Fleiss’ κ values should be interpreted with caution, as
they likely refect estimation uncertainty resulting from small
subsamples and imbalanced category distributions rather than
true disagreement.

3.5 | Therapeutic Adherence and Alerts

Nurse adherence to therapeutic recommendations was high. In
complete monitoring sessions (n= 109), 85.3% of recommen-
dations were followed, χ2(1) = 50.82, p < 0.001. In partial
monitoring sessions (n= 30), adherence reached 90.3%, χ2(1)
= 19.59, p < 0.001.

In the clinical algorithm supporting the diagnosis of wound
typology, a mean of two alerts were issued (mean 1.5; minimum
0; maximum 6) for each registered wound, with the most fre-
quent alert being “Nutritional risk: It is recommended to perform
nutritional screening and assessment in accordance with the
institution’s policies.” In the clinical algorithm supporting the
therapeutic plan, a mean of 4 alerts were issued (mean 3.5;

TABLE 2 | Participant characteristics (n= 49).

Variable
n (%) or
mean (SD)

Body mass index (kg/m2) 27.82 (9.9)
Tobacco use in the last 6 months (yes) 2 (4.4%)
History of previous vascular surgery (yes) 9 (20%)
Allergies (yes) 3 (5.4%)
Associated diseases (present):
Hypertension 29 (59.2%)
Other 19 (38.8%)
Diabetes mellitus (DM) 16 (32.7%)
Anemia 13 (26.5%)

Medication (yes):
Other 22 (44.9%)
Anticoagulants 19 (38.8%)

Factors contributing to delayed healing
(present):
Friction, pressure, or shear forces 30 (90.9%)
Partial or total immobility 18 (54.5%)
Incontinence/moisture 11 (33.3%)
Edema 9 (36%)

Abbreviations: DM= diabetes mellitus, SD = standard deviation.

Nursing Research and Practice, 2026 5 of 9

 7053, 2026, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1155/nrp/1833733 by U

niversidade C
atolica, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [25/05/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



minimum 0; maximum 12) for each monitoring, the most fre-
quent being the alert “Attention: The user presents factors that
contribute to delayed healing.”

Nurses rated the alert system positively, with mean scores of 4.34
(SD = 0.82) in complete monitoring sessions (n= 109) and 4.33
(SD = 0.97) in partial monitoring sessions (n= 30).

3.6 | Final Nurse Feedback

At the end of the study, 11 nurses completed a qualitative
feedback questionnaire (mean age = 34.5 years; 55% female).
Most (82%) highlighted the importance of training before
implementation. All agreed that the app facilitated wound
monitoring, emphasizing improvements in data organization,
continuity of care, and decision-making. Reported benefts in-
cluded “a more uniform and succinct way of monitoring” and
“better and more accurate monitoring of wound evolution.” Re-
garding patient acceptance, all 11 nurses reported that they had
not noticed any discomfort or distrust on the part of patients
related to the use of the equipment. Challenges included the time
required for initial data entry and the use of personal devices.
Suggested improvements were automation of tissue character-
ization, refnement of therapeutic recommendations, and re-
ducing registration time.

4 | Discussion

This pilot study explored the feasibility of implementing clinical
algorithms in an app to support decision-making in complex
wound care. Findings suggest that algorithm-driven tools may be
clinically feasible across diverse clinical settings, are generally
well accepted by nurses, and show fair preliminary concordance
with clinical assessments. However, successful integration into
practice requires consideration not only of clinical feasibility but
also of organizational and technical feasibility, as well as
usability.

Our results contribute to the growing body of evidence on CDSS
in wound management. Previous studies have often focused on
technical validation or laboratory-based testing [29], whereas this

study evaluated performance in real-world practice, addressing
a recognized gap in the literature [18].

Nurses required 10–30min to complete assessments with the
app, which is shorter than times reported in surveys where
wound care often required 15–60min [9]. These fndings suggest
that algorithmic guidance may help streamline wound care
processes. Nurse adherence to therapeutic recommendations was
high (85%–90%), exceeding the range reported in the systematic
review by Akbar et al., in which agreement with nursing decision
support recommendations varied from 20% to 87% across dif-
ferent CDSSs [12]. Although Khong et al. also reported agree-
ment above 90%, this referred to expert concordance with the
content generated by a PI/PU CDSS, not to clinical validation in
real-world settings [30]. As such, while the present fndings are
broadly consistent with previous work supporting the potential
of decision support tools, direct comparisons should be made
with caution given the substantial diferences in study design,
type of system, and evaluation context.

The literature supports the potential of CDSS to enhance quality
of care. For example, algorithm-supported management of cat-
egory 2–3 PI/PU improved healing outcomes compared with
standard care [31]. Implementation of a CDSS in hospital settings
improved documentation of preventive interventions and re-
duced the incidence of PI/PU [13]. Similarly, Moore et al. [9]
reported that an app for wound assessment increased nurses’
confdence and reduced practice variation. Nonetheless, barriers
remain, identifed as concerns about costs, perceived workload,
and resistance to change as factors limiting adoption [32]. Our
fndings of high adherence and positive feedback are encour-
aging but must be interpreted considering these broader
challenges.

TABLE 4 | Global concordance between nurse evaluations and al-
gorithmic recommendations.

Statistic Estimate SE 95% CI
Cohen’s κ (unweightedmean) 0.406 0.083 0.243–0.569
Krippendorf’s α 0.395 0.087 0.222–0.570
Fleiss’ κ 0.390 0.070 0.253–0.527

TABLE 3 | Time required for complete monitoring by wound type (n= 96 observations).

Time (min) DFU PI/PU Device-related PU Arterial ulcers Mixed LU VLU
< 10 0 23 3 1 0 2
10–20 2 32 1 5 4 2
21–30 0 7 0 3 3 1
31–40 0 2 0 0 0 1
41–50 0 1 0 0 0 2
> 50 0 1 0 0 0 0

Abbreviations: DFUs = diabetic foot ulcers, LUs = leg ulcers, PI/PU = pressure injury/pressure ulcer, VLUs = venous leg ulcers.

TABLE 5 | Concordance between nurse and algorithmic assessments
by wound typology (Fleiss’ κ).

Category Estimate SE 95% CI
DFU—ischemic �0.009 0.134 �0.271–0.253
DFU 1.000 0.134 0.738–1.000
PI/PU 0.567 0.134 0.305–0.829
Device-related PI/PU �0.018 0.134 �0.280–0.244
Arterial ulcers 0.848 0.134 0.586–1.000
Mixed LU 0.372 0.134 0.110–0.634
VLU �0.037 0.134 �0.299–0.225
LU—unknown etiology 0.296 0.134 0.034–0.558

Abbreviations: DFUs = diabetic foot ulcers, LUs = leg ulcers, PI/PU = pressure
injury/pressure ulcer, VLUs = venous leg ulcers.
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4.1 | Implications for Clinical Practice

The integration of clinical algorithms into the app has the po-
tential to reduce practice variation, improve diagnostic consis-
tency, and support structured, evidence-informed decision-
making. These tools may also enhance interdisciplinary com-
munication, continuity of care, and person-centered planning. By
supporting standardized assessment and therapeutic planning,
algorithms may help optimize nursing interventions, reduce
errors, and ultimately improve quality of life for patients and
families while reducing healthcare costs [9, 10, 33, 34]. However,
implementation pathways and workfow integration remain to
be systematically evaluated.

This pilot study suggests that integrating clinical algorithms into
an app can contribute to reducing variability in wound assess-
ment and therapeutic decision-making. By providing structured
and evidence-based guidance, such tools help ensure that nurses
follow consistent standards of practice across diferent care
settings [35]. Standardized decision pathways may support more
accurate diagnoses and therapeutic plans, minimizing errors in
wound classifcation and promoting continuity of care.

Moreover, for nurses working in resource-limited contexts,
mobile decision-support tools can ofer just-in-time guidance,
reinforcing safe and efcient practice even when specialist re-
sources are not readily available [36].

Although this study was not designed to evaluate the efec-
tiveness of the app on wound healing outcomes, the fndings
demonstrate its potential clinical utility in supporting diagnostic
accuracy and consistency, contributing to safer and more stan-
dardized wound care practices.

4.2 | Limitations

Despite rigorous methods, several limitations constrain in-
terpretation. The sample size was smaller than planned, limiting
statistical power and the precision of concordance estimates. Sub-
group analyses by wound type were based on very small numbers,
and some yielded unstable or negative kappa values. Incomplete
data entry, particularly missing vascular assessments, also limited
the accuracy of algorithm outputs. This issue underscores the im-
portance of standardized and comprehensive data collection pro-
tocols. Additionally, the validation process did not involve an expert
panel as a gold standard, which may have limited the ability to
identify systematic misclassifcations, a step recommended in CDSS
validation research [12, 30]. Therapeutic recommendations were
evaluated only in terms of nurse adherence, not their impact on
wound healing or patient outcomes. As a result, the study cannot
establish causal links between algorithm use and clinical efec-
tiveness. Furthermore, the use of personal devices and the variable
digital literacy of nurses may have introduced bias.

Moreover, the construct of user positivity, which was intended to
refect nurses’ subjective evaluation of the alert system, repre-
senting satisfaction and perceived usefulness on a 1–5 Likert
scale, functions as a proxy for alert usability and clinical rele-
vance. However, this measure remains only partially explored
and would beneft from further validation or use of standardized
usability instruments.

Data integrity was a clear limiting factor due to the absence of
mandatory felds, highlighting the need for workfow redesign,

mandatory feld checks, and interoperability with the electronic
health record.

Another limitation is the potential inter-nurse variability, which
was not systematically assessed. Although each patient was
followed by the same nurse, diferences in training, experience,
or attitudes toward digital tools may have infuenced how nurses
perceived or interacted with the app. Inter-nurse variability thus
remains an unmeasured factor that may have contributed to
observed discrepancies, and future research should explicitly
explore patterns of agreement across diferent nurses [37].

Future studies should employ larger and more diverse samples
with extended follow-up periods to more robustly assess the
efects of algorithm-supported care on wound healing dynamics,
complication rates, and patients’ quality of life. Randomized
controlled trials, ideally complemented bymulticenter pragmatic
designs, are needed to establish causal relationships between
algorithm use and meaningful clinical outcomes. Improving data
entry standardization, combined with integration of automated
features such as tissue characterization andwoundmeasurement
through advanced image analysis, may enhance usability, reduce
variability, and increase diagnostic precision [38, 39]. External
validation of algorithm outputs by expert panels in wound care
would strengthen reliability and align results with established
clinical practice guidelines [30]. Finally, future implementation
studies should explore barriers and facilitators to adoption, in-
cluding workload, training requirements, costs, interoperability
with electronic health records, and clinician acceptance, to
support scalable and sustainable integration across varied
healthcare environments [39, 40].

5 | Conclusion

This pilot study suggests that clinical algorithms can be feasibly
integrated into a mobile app to support the assessment and
management of complex wounds. The fndings showed high
nurse adherence to therapeutic recommendations, positive
perceptions of the alert system, and fair preliminary concordance
with clinical assessments, underscoring the potential of
algorithm-driven tools to promote standardized, evidence-
informed wound care. In addition to providing empirical feasi-
bility data, this study ofers a structured model for algorithm-
supported nursing decision-making. Nevertheless, the fndings
should be interpreted cautiously given the small sample size,
incomplete data, and lack of gold standard validation. Further
research involving larger and more diverse samples, expert
validation, and more rigorous study designs is required to con-
frm clinical efectiveness and support implementation in routine
practice.

Acknowledgments

The authors thank the Centre for Interdisciplinary Research in Health.
We would like to thank all the nurses who participated in the data
collection and patients.

Funding

This work was supported by Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia, by
project reference UID/04279/2025 and DOI identifer https://doi.org/10.
54499/UID/04279/2025 (Centro de Investigação Interdisciplinar em
Saúde).

Nursing Research and Practice, 2026 7 of 9

 7053, 2026, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1155/nrp/1833733 by U

niversidade C
atolica, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [25/05/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.54499/UID/04279/2025
https://doi.org/10.54499/UID/04279/2025


Conficts of Interest

The authors declare no conficts of interest.

Data Availability Statement

The data that support the fndings of this study are available from the
corresponding author upon reasonable request.

References

1. V. Falanga, R. R. Isserof, A. M. Soulika, et al., “Chronic Wounds,”
Nature Reviews Disease Primers 8, no. 1 (2022): 50, https://doi.org/
10.1038/s41572-022-00377-3.

2. C. Lindholm and R. Searle, “WoundManagement for the 21st Century:
Combining Efectiveness and Efciency,” International Wound Journal
13, no. (Suppl 2) (2016): 5–15, https://doi.org/10.1111/iwj.12623.

3. M. Olsson, K. Järbrink, U. Divakar, et al., “The Humanistic and
Economic Burden of Chronic Wounds: A Systematic Review,” Wound
Repair and Regeneration 27, no. 1 (2019): 114–125, https://doi.org/
10.1111/wrr.12683.

4. E. Lindsay, R. Renyi, P. Wilkie, et al., “Patient-Centred Care: A Call to
Action for Wound Management,” Journal of Wound Care 26, no. 11
(2017): 662–677, https://doi.org/10.12968/jowc.2017.26.11.662.

5. C. K. Sen, “Human Wounds and Its Burden: An Updated Compen-
dium of Estimates,” Advances in Wound Care 8, no. 2 (2019): 39–48,
https://doi.org/10.1089/wound.2019.0946.

6. K. A. X. Furtado, P. Infante, A. Sobral, P. Gaspar, G. Eliseu, and
M. Lopes, “Prevalence of Acute and Chronic Wounds-With Emphasis on
Pressure Ulcers-In Integrated Continuing Care Units in Alentejo, Por-
tugal,” International Wound Journal 17, no. 4 (2020): 1002–1010, https://
doi.org/10.1111/iwj.13364.

7. F. Gottrup, J. Apelqvist, P. Price, and European Wound Management
Association Patient Outcome Group, “Outcomes in Controlled and
Comparative Studies on Non-Healing Wounds: Recommendations to
Improve the Quality of Evidence in Wound Management,” Journal of
Wound Care 19, no. 6 (2010): 237–268, https://doi.org/10.12968/
jowc.2010.19.6.48471.

8. S. S. Sonnad, J. C. Goldsack, P. Mohr, and S. Tunis, “Methodological
Recommendations for Comparative Research on the Treatment of
Chronic Wounds,” Journal of Wound Care 22, no. 9 (2013): 470–480,
https://doi.org/10.12968/jowc.2013.22.9.470.

9. Z. E. H. Moore, G. E. Aynge, C. G. Carr, et al., “A Clinical Support App
for Routine Wound Management: Reducing Practice Variation, Im-
proving Clinician Confdence and Increasing Formulary Compliance,”
International Wound Journal 19, no. 5 (2022): 1263–1275, https://doi.org/
10.1111/iwj.13868.

10. N. Shamloul, M. H. Ghias, and A. Khachemoune, “The Utility of
Smartphone Applications and Technology in Wound Healing,” The
International Journal of Lower Extremity Wounds 18, no. 3 (2019):
228–235, https://doi.org/10.1177/1534734619853916.

11. K. Kawamoto, C. A. Houlihan, E. A. Balas, and D. F. Lobach,
“Improving Clinical Practice Using Clinical Decision Support Systems: A
Systematic Review of Trials to Identify Features Critical to Success,” BMJ
330, no. 7494 (2005): 765, https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.38398.500764.8f.

12. S. Akbar, D. Lyell, and F. Magrabi, “Automation in Nursing Decision
Support Systems: A Systematic Review of Efects on Decision Making,
Care Delivery, and Patient Outcomes,” Journal of the American Medical
Informatics Association 28, no. 11 (2021): 2502–2513, https://doi.org/
10.1093/jamia/ocab123.

13. H. Y. Huang, T. T. Lee, T. C. Hsu, M. E. Mills, and I. S. Tzeng,
“Evaluation of the Pressure Injury Prevention Information System,”
Computers, Informatics, Nursing 38, no. 12 (2020): 625–632, https://
doi.org/10.1097/cin.0000000000000627.

14. J. Gagnon, S. Probst, J. Chartrand, E. Reynolds, and M. Lalonde,
“Self-SupportingWound Care Mobile Applications for Nurses: A Scoping
Review,” Journal of Advanced Nursing 80, no. 9 (2024): 3464–3480,
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.16052.

15. E. von Elm, D. G. Altman, M. Egger, S. J. Pocock, P. C. Gøtzsche, and
J. P. Vandenbroucke, “The Strengthening the Reporting of Observational
Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE) Statement: Guidelines for Reporting
Observational Studies,” Journal of Clinical Epidemiology 61, no. 4 (2008):
344–349, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2007.11.008.

16. L. Li, K. Rathnayake, M. Green, et al., “Improving the Performance of
Clinical Decision Support for Early Detection of Sepsis: A Retrospective
Observational Cohort Study,” Studies in Health Technology and In-
formatics 264 (2019): 679–683, https://doi.org/10.3233/shti190309.

17. M. A. Musen, B. Middleton, and R. A. Greenes, “Clinical Decision-
Support Systems,” in Biomedical Informatics: Computer Applications in
Health Care and Biomedicine (Springer, 2014), 643–674, https://doi.org/
10.1007/978-1-4471-4474-8_22.

18. D. Beeckman, E. Clays, A. Van Hecke, K. Vanderwee,
L. Schoonhoven, and S. Verhaeghe, “AMulti-Faceted Tailored Strategy to
Implement an Electronic Clinical Decision Support System for Pressure
Ulcer Prevention in Nursing Homes: A Two-Armed Randomized Con-
trolled Trial,” International Journal of Nursing Studies 50, no. 4 (2013):
475–486, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2012.09.007.

19. Z. Moore, D. Angel, J. Bjerregaard, et al., “eHealth in Wound Care:
From Conception to Implementation,” Journal of Wound Care 24,
no. Sup5 (2015): S1–S44, https://doi.org/10.12968/jowc.2015.24.Sup5.S1.

20. T. B. Fitzpatrick, “The Validity and Practicality of Sun-Reactive Skin
Types I Through VI,” Archives of Dermatology 124, no. 6 (1988): 869–871,
https://doi.org/10.1001/archderm.124.6.869.

21. V. Falanga, “Classifcations for Wound Bed Preparation and Stim-
ulation of Chronic Wounds,” Wound Repair and Regeneration 8, no. 5
(2000): 347–352.

22. G. S. Schultz, R. G. Sibbald, V. Falanga, et al., “Wound Bed Prepa-
ration: A Systematic Approach to Wound Management,” Wound Repair
and Regeneration 11, no. Suppl 1 (2003): S1–S28, https://doi.org/10.1046/
j.1524-475x.11.s2.1.x.

23. R. G. Sibbald, J. A. Elliott, R. Persaud-Jaimangal, et al., “Wound Bed
Preparation 2021,” Advances in Skin & Wound Care 34, no. 4 (2021):
183–195, https://doi.org/10.1097/01.ASW.0000733724.87630.d6.

24. A. I. Martins, A. F. Rosa, A. Queirós, A. Silva, and N. P. Rocha,
“European Portuguese Validation of the System Usability Scale (SUS),”
Procedia Computer Science 67 (2015): 293–300, https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.procs.2015.09.273.

25. A. Donner and M. Eliasziw, “A Goodness-of-Fit Approach to In-
ference Procedures for the Kappa Statistic: Confdence Interval Con-
struction, Signifcance-Testing and Sample Size Estimation,” Statistics in
Medicine 11, no. 11 (1992): 1511–1519, https://doi.org/10.1002/
sim.4780111109.

26. J. Cohen, “A Coefcient of Agreement for Nominal Scales,” Edu-
cational and Psychological Measurement 20, no. 1 (1960): 37–46, https://
doi.org/10.1177/001316446002000104.

27. J. L. Fleiss, Statistical Methods for Rates and Proportions, 2nd ed.
(Wiley, New York: John and Sons, 1981).

28. M. L. McHugh, “Interrater Reliability: The Kappa Statistic,” Bio-
chemical Medicine 22, no. 3 (2012): 276–282, https://doi.org/10.11613/
bm.2012.031.

29. J. Zhang, C. Mihai, L. Tüshaus, G. Scebba, O. Distler, and W. Karlen,
“Wound Image Quality From a Mobile Health Tool for Home-Based
Chronic Wound Management With Real-Time Quality Feedback: Ran-
domized Feasibility Study,” JMIR mHealth and uHealth 9, no. 7 (2021):
e26149, https://doi.org/10.2196/26149.

8 of 9 Nursing Research and Practice, 2026

 7053, 2026, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1155/nrp/1833733 by U

niversidade C
atolica, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [25/05/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

http://doi.org/10.1038/s41572-022-00377-3
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41572-022-00377-3
http://doi.org/10.1111/iwj.12623
http://doi.org/10.1111/wrr.12683
http://doi.org/10.1111/wrr.12683
http://doi.org/10.12968/jowc.2017.26.11.662
http://doi.org/10.1089/wound.2019.0946
http://doi.org/10.1111/iwj.13364
http://doi.org/10.1111/iwj.13364
http://doi.org/10.12968/jowc.2010.19.6.48471
http://doi.org/10.12968/jowc.2010.19.6.48471
http://doi.org/10.12968/jowc.2013.22.9.470
http://doi.org/10.1111/iwj.13868
http://doi.org/10.1111/iwj.13868
http://doi.org/10.1177/1534734619853916
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.38398.500764.8f
http://doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocab123
http://doi.org/10.1093/jamia/ocab123
http://doi.org/10.1097/cin.0000000000000627
http://doi.org/10.1097/cin.0000000000000627
http://doi.org/10.1111/jan.16052
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2007.11.008
http://doi.org/10.3233/shti190309
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4471-4474-8_22
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4471-4474-8_22
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2012.09.007
http://doi.org/10.12968/jowc.2015.24.Sup5.S1
http://doi.org/10.1001/archderm.124.6.869
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1524-475x.11.s2.1.x
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1524-475x.11.s2.1.x
http://doi.org/10.1097/01.ASW.0000733724.87630.d6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2015.09.273
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2015.09.273
http://doi.org/10.1002/sim.4780111109
http://doi.org/10.1002/sim.4780111109
http://doi.org/10.1177/001316446002000104
http://doi.org/10.1177/001316446002000104
http://doi.org/10.11613/bm.2012.031
http://doi.org/10.11613/bm.2012.031
http://doi.org/10.2196/26149


30. P. Khong, L. Lee, and Jr A. Dawang, “Modeling the Construct of an
Expert Evidence-Adaptive Knowledge Base for a Pressure Injury Clinical
Decision Support System,” Informatics 4, no. 3 (2017): 20, https://doi.org/
10.3390/informatics4030020.

31. T. Ohura, H. Sanada, and Y. Mino, “Clinical Activity-Based Cost
Efectiveness of Traditional Versus Modern Wound Management in
Patients With Pressure Ulcers,” Wounds 16, no. 5 (2004): 157–163.

32. P. C. Khong, S. Y. Hoi, E. Holroyd, and W. Wang, “Nurses’ Clinical
Decision Making on Adopting a Wound Clinical Decision Support
System,” Computers, Informatics, Nursing 33, no. 7 (2015): 295–305,
https://doi.org/10.1097/cin.0000000000000164.

33. K. Y. Fong, T. P. Lai, K. S. Chan, et al., “Clinical Validation of
a Smartphone Application for Automated Wound Measurement in Pa-
tients With Venous Leg Ulcers,” International Wound Journal 20, no. 3
(2023): 751–760, https://doi.org/10.1111/iwj.13918.

34. S. Jordan, J. McSwiggan, J. Parker, G. A. Halas, and M. Friesen, “An
mHealth App for Decision-Making Support inWound Dressing Selection
(WounDS): Protocol for a User-Centered Feasibility Study,” JMIR Re-
search Protocols 7, no. 4 (2018): e108, https://doi.org/10.2196/
resprot.9116.

35. R. T. Sutton, D. Pincock, D. C. Baumgart, D. C. Sadowski,
R. N. Fedorak, and K. I. Kroeker, “An Overview of Clinical Decision
Support Systems: Benefts, Risks, and Strategies for Success,” NPJ Digital
Medicine 3, no. 1 (2020): 17, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41746-020-0221-y.

36. L. Kinsman, T. Rotter, E. James, P. Snow, and J. Willis, “What is
a Clinical Pathway? Development of a Defnition to Inform the Debate,”
BMC Medicine 8, no. 1 (2010): 31, https://doi.org/10.1186/1741-7015-8-
31.

37. M. Alavi, E. Biros, and M. Cleary, “A Primer of Inter-Rater Reliability
in Clinical Measurement Studies: Pros and Pitfalls,” Journal of Clinical
Nursing 31, no. 23-24 (2022): e39–e42, https://doi.org/10.1111/
jocn.16514.

38. D. M. Anisuzzaman, C. Wang, B. Rostami, S. Gopalakrishnan,
J. Niezgoda, and Z. Yu, “Image-Based Artifcial Intelligence in Wound
Assessment: A Systematic Review,” Advances in Wound Care 11, no. 12
(2022): 687–709, https://doi.org/10.1089/wound.2021.0091.

39. C. Derksen, F. M. Walter, A. B. Akbar, et al., “The Implementation
Challenge of Computerised Clinical Decision Support Systems for the
Detection of Disease in Primary Care: Systematic Review and Recom-
mendations,” Implementation Science: IS 20, no. 1 (2025): 33, https://
doi.org/10.1186/s13012-025-01445-4.

40. S. Jansen-Kosterink, L. van Velsen, and M. Cabrita, “Clinician Ac-
ceptance of Complex Clinical Decision Support Systems for Treatment
Allocation of Patients With Chronic Low Back Pain,” BMC Medical
Informatics and Decision Making 21, no. 1 (2021): 137, https://doi.org/
10.1186/s12911-021-01502-0.

Nursing Research and Practice, 2026 9 of 9

 7053, 2026, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1155/nrp/1833733 by U

niversidade C
atolica, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [25/05/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

http://doi.org/10.3390/informatics4030020
http://doi.org/10.3390/informatics4030020
http://doi.org/10.1097/cin.0000000000000164
http://doi.org/10.1111/iwj.13918
http://doi.org/10.2196/resprot.9116
http://doi.org/10.2196/resprot.9116
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41746-020-0221-y
http://doi.org/10.1186/1741-7015-8-31
http://doi.org/10.1186/1741-7015-8-31
http://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.16514
http://doi.org/10.1111/jocn.16514
http://doi.org/10.1089/wound.2021.0091
http://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-025-01445-4
http://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-025-01445-4
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12911-021-01502-0
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12911-021-01502-0

	Implementation of Clinical Algorithms in Complex Wound Care: A Pilot Study on Feasibility and Professional Acceptance
	1. Introduction
	2. Materials and Methods
	2.1. Design
	2.2. Sample and Setting
	2.3. Variables and Measures
	2.4. Procedures
	2.5. Ethical Considerations
	2.6. Bias
	2.7. Sample Size
	2.8. Data Analysis

	3. Results
	3.1. Sample Characteristics
	3.2. Wound Characteristics
	3.3. Monitoring
	3.4. Concordance Analysis
	3.5. Therapeutic Adherence and Alerts
	3.6. Final Nurse Feedback

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Implications for Clinical Practice
	4.2. Limitations

	5. Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Funding
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement




