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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.


	The authors have assessed the predictors of the alpha blocker tamsulosin in patients with BEP in Nigerian population. This could add the value in terms of its response in a different population as most of the studies done in western population. The three important parameters are being assessed to assess prediction and thus could help the treating physicians to use these parameters especially in the resource constraint setting. 
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	Seems good 
However I have some concerns regarding the article

a. The level of education required to fill the form may influence the IPSS score and may need to mention how it was addressed.

b. The parameters such as occupation and religion seems redundant and unrelated to the study results and assessment. Rather incorporation of comorbidities would have added value and likely to influence the results.

c. The presentation of results tables are very raw and needs to be presented in a precise way removing the unnecessary data that confuses the readers.

d. There is mismatch with the IPP data as in table 2 IPP minimum  0  and maximum 5 is mentioned however table  4 shows significant number of patients with IPP more  than 5 and even more than 10 mm

e. The median IPP of  0 seems unreasonable and thus the interpretation with that seems not that feasible  
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