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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	BPH is a pathology that has been studied for a long time. The authors did not clearly highlight the novelty of their study
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	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.


	I have nothing to add
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are many flaws. These are my questions:
1. Why 40 years and not 50?

2. If the patients were not referred for LUTS, how do you enroll them?

3. What were the exclusion criteria? E.g. neurologic bladder, urethral stricture?

4. The authors graded IPP into 3 groups. However, is this a standardised classification? Give reference

5. The figure 1 is redundant. You can place the information in the text

6. The table 3 is useless. You should have compared peak-flow rates between the three groups.

7. Although the conclusion is obvious, you didn't show this clearly
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