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	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 significantly contributes to the scientific community by providing insights into the non-invasive assessment of bladder outlet obstruction (BOO) using ultrasound measurements of bladder wall thickness (BWT), post-void residual urine (PVR), and prostate volume.

· It establishes a correlation between these parameters and the International Prostate Symptom Score (IPSS), offering a practical approach for diagnosing and monitoring BOO, which can lead to severe complications like renal failure if undiagnosed.

· The study’s findings enhance the understanding of BOO’s pathophysiology and support the use of combined BWT and PVR measurements to differentiate symptomatic severity, aiding clinicians in tailoring treatment strategies.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes the title of the article is suitable.
	

	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.


	There are areas for improvement:

Suggestions for the Abstract:

1. Clarify IPSS Role: The abstract mentions IPSS as the "Gold standard" but does not explain its role as a symptom-scoring tool for BOO. Adding a brief clarification (e.g., "IPSS, a validated symptom-scoring tool") would improve clarity.

2. Define Parameters: The terms BWT, PVR, and prostate volume are introduced without context. A brief definition (e.g., "Bladder wall thickness (BWT), post-void residual urine (PVR), and prostate volume") would enhance accessibility.

3. Specify ROC Context: The ROC analysis results (AUC values) are mentioned but lack context. Adding a sentence to explain that lower AUC values indicate limited diagnostic accuracy compared to prior studies would provide clarity.

4. Streamline Keywords: The keywords include "Participants," which is too generic. Replace it with more specific terms like "ultrasound" or "non-invasive diagnostics" to improve searchability.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientific Correctness of the Manuscript

The manuscript appears scientifically sound based on the provided content. Key points supporting its scientific correctness include:

· Study Design: The prospective study design with 100 participants is appropriate for evaluating correlations between ultrasound parameters and IPSS.

· Statistical Analysis: The use of logistic regression and ROC curve analysis to assess diagnostic accuracy is methodologically robust. The reported p-values (e.g., 0.000 for PVR-IPSS association) and correlation coefficients indicate statistical rigor.

· Comparison with Literature: The manuscript consistently compares findings with prior studies (e.g., Oelke et al., Kessler et al.), demonstrating alignment or justified deviations, which strengthens its credibility.
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	Yes the English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	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 ethical issues in this manuscript.
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