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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.


	This manuscript addresses the growing interest in nutraceuticals as alternatives or adjuncts to conventional treatments for benign prostatic hyperplasia (BPH), a common condition in aging men. It synthesizes evidence on their efficacy, safety, and mechanisms, which is important for the scientific community as it highlights potential non-pharmacological options that could reduce side effects associated with standard therapies. The review also identifies research gaps, such as the need for standardized protocols, which can guide future studies and clinical practice in urology and complementary medicine. Overall, it contributes to the discourse on integrative approaches to men's health, particularly in regions where access to pharmaceuticals may be limited.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable as it clearly reflects the focus on nutraceutical interventions for BPH treatment and prevention.


	

	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.


	The abstract is mostly comprehensive, providing background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. However, it should be revised for consistency with the main text (e.g., search period is 2000-2025 in the abstract but 2011-2025 in methods; databases differ with Cochrane in abstract vs. Google Scholar in methods). Add a brief mention of key limitations, like study heterogeneity in the results section for better balance. No deletions needed.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has scientific merit in summarizing nutraceutical effects on BPH, but it is not fully correct due to several issues: inconsistencies between abstract and methods (e.g., search dates and databases), use of future tense in methods ("will be conducted") while presenting results as completed, and incomplete reporting (abstract claims 25 studies, but tables and literature review detail only a handful without a full PRISMA flow diagram or complete study list). Citation numbers in text do not always align with the reference list, and some conclusions overstate evidence given the limited data presented.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are somewhat sufficient (22 cited) and include recent ones up to 2025, covering key nutraceuticals. However, some are incomplete (e.g., ref 2 lacks journal name; ref 5 is truncated). Suggest adding: Barry MJ, et al. (2011) The American Urological Association symptom index for benign prostatic hyperplasia. J Urol. 185(3):965-971 (for standardized LUTS assessment). And Novara G, et al. (2016) Efficacy and safety of hexanic lipidosterolic extract of Serenoa repens (Permixon) in the treatment of lower urinary tract symptoms due to benign prostatic hyperplasia: systematic review and meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials. Eur Urol Focus. 2(5):553-561.


	

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


	The language is generally suitable, with clear structure and terminology. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript has potential but requires major revisions. It reads partly like a protocol (future tense in methods) and partly like a completed review, suggesting it may be incomplete. Follow PRISMA guidelines fully: include a flow diagram, risk of bias assessments for all 25 studies, and meta-analysis if data allow. Expand results to detail all included studies, not just select examples. Clarify citation mismatches and complete incomplete references.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues identified.


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues identified.


	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Plagiarism is suspected due to inconsistencies (e.g., mismatched tenses and sections that seem patched from other sources), but no specific proofs or links available without external checking tools. Recommend journal-run plagiarism scan.


	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer” I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.8
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