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	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.


	To develop a therapeutic agent against prostate hyperplasia and prostate cancer,  the authors tried hard enough ti find candidate molecule by The 3 Dimensional structures of the target proteins: Androgen Receptor, by using molecular docking analysis : AutoDock calculations.  It is enough challenging, and seemed very successful.  However, if the authors suggest drug-candidate, they should indicate toxicity to real cancer cells first, before talking to the efficacy of the compounds.  In addition, They should consider the safety and efficacy, and moreover, the influence to biofunctions, such as immunological alterations, to the diseases, even as a in silico analysis In silico analysis.  With a strong lack of those experiments and considerations, the readers can not judge the results are significant success or not.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, so far.
	

	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.


	Yes, with a strong lack of the understanding of  problems they should solve.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, so far ---  contains less than 1/2 of findings they should provide.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	See: Tanaka M, Teng F, Lin H, Li N, Luo Z., et al.  Anti-cancer effects of Huaier on prostate cancer; miRNA-mediated transcription control induced both inhibition of active progression and prevention of relapse. J. Alternative Compl Integr Med 7 (2021): 146-155. 

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Perhaps Yes;
	

	Optional/General comments


	I evaluluate the authors’ efforts to make the 3 Dimensional structures of the target proteins  Androgen Receptor by molecular docking analysis : AutoDock calculations.  But, it is only the beginning of the research, and we can not decide the findings are effective or not unless the authors provide bio-functional analysis ( in vitro experiments) for toxicity (safety) and/or real efficacy, and more influential power to the other biosystems such as immunological functions.  I hope the authors will make major revision on these points, at least to describe the importance of bio-functional analysis ( in vitro experiments).
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