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	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.
	As BPH is a common health condition in older males, often requiring surgical intervention the topic presented here is beneficial to the scientific and general communities. Besides, plant- based preparations are usually considered as the safe alternatives by a major proportion of the society. As the article discuss the beneficial effects of the particular leaf extract in BPH it is worth further exploring.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Title needs modification due to many reasons.
a. Apart from biochemical aspects other parameters like histological, phytochemical etc are also investigated. So, title cannot be confined to the biochemical aspects.
b. The word “ameliorating” may not suit here as the clinical symptoms of real disease conditions are not evaluated here.
c. The portion of the plant used is not mentioned in the title.
d. “Wistar male rats” is correct, not “Male Wistar Rats”
So, a better option may be Protective effects of Taraxacu officinale leaf extract on testosterone propionate-induced benign prostatic hyperplasia in wistar male rats.
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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.
	Abstract should never be this much lengthy. It should be concise showing the important aspects of each section of the article, at the same time helping the reader to decide whether the full article worth a try.
Depictions such as (Fig.. ) should be avoided in it.
The given abstract needs a thorough edition, complying with the abstract writing policies of relevant journals.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Few of the scientific errors noticed in the manuscript include
a. Thirty male rats of the wistar strain, weighing between 80 and 130 g were used for the study. As BPH is a condition of older adults, the age and body weight of rats selected should be compatible to the older adults. Age of rats is not mentioned here, also body weight of less than 130 g does not indicate adulthood.

b. Under the section -Materials & methods, in Acute toxicity it is written as “the doses of 400 and 8000 mg/kg for T. officinale were selected”. In other areas of the article, the dose is mentioned as 800mg/kg.

c. In the group IV Finasteride (5mg/70kg bw) was given daily for 28 days. The rat equivalent
of the human dose of 5mg of Finasteride is not calculated.

d. In the result part, the LD50 of T. officinale leaf ethanol extract is reported as exactly 5000 mg/kg. It may be more than 5000mg/Kg. Besides, acute toxicity studies may be done as per OECD guidelines.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	More references from the recent literature have to be included to get a clear picture of the current state of knowledge in this field. Here most of the citations are from before the year 2000.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	English quality of the article is not adequate for scholarly communications.	Besides, misspelling such as “Harmatological” noticed.
	

	Optional/General comments
	The general rules regarding depiction of tables, figures etc are not followed. Histomorphology slides are not properly labelled.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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