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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	I see that this manuscript addresses an important clinical and public health question—the role of serum selenium levels in distinguishing between prostate cancer (PCa) and benign prostatic hyperplasia (BPH). Given the high burden of prostate cancer, particularly in African populations, exploring trace element biomarkers such as selenium is timely and relevant. I think this work adds local data from Nigeria, which is underrepresented in global literature, and that increases its value for the scientific community. However, I also feel that the lack of statistically significant differences weakens the impact of the findings, though negative results are still meaningful if carefully interpreted. Overall, I like that the study highlights an area for further research, especially in resource-limited settings.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is generally suitable, but it could be made more concise and precise. For example:
Suggested alternative title: “Serum Selenium Levels in Prostate Cancer and Benign Prostatic Hyperplasia: A Comparative Study in Nigerian Patients”
	

	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.

	I see that the abstract is somewhat repetitive, with the introductory sentences appearing twice. It is comprehensive in terms of background, methods, and results, but I think it could be improved by:
· Deleting the duplicated text to avoid redundancy.
· Clearly highlighting the main outcome (serum Se difference was not statistically significant, p=0.073).
· Adding one sentence on the limitations (e.g., sample size, lack of dietary assessment of selenium).
· Including a more explicit conclusion about the clinical relevance of the findings.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	From what I see, the manuscript is scientifically correct in terms of methodology, design, and data analysis. The use of atomic absorption spectrophotometry is appropriate, and the comparisons between groups are statistically valid. However, I think the discussion sometimes over-interprets nonsignificant findings, which should be more cautiously presented. Also, the study would have been stronger if potential confounders (e.g., diet, smoking, environmental exposure to selenium) were at least acknowledged as limitations.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are mostly sufficient and include both classical and recent studies (up to 2024). However, I noticed some duplication (e.g., Dhillon et al., 2022 is listed twice). Cleaning these will improve the quality. Additionally, I think it would be helpful to cite more African or regional studies if available, to emphasize the relevance to the local population.
	

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

	
I think the English is overall understandable, but there are some grammatical errors, redundancies, and awkward phrasings (e.g., “aetiology… is a still a subject of debate” → “is still a subject of debate”). The manuscript would benefit from professional language editing to improve clarity and readability.

	

	Optional/General comments

	



	







	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	The manuscript reports that informed consent was obtained, but it states that “Ethical approval is not applicable.” I see that this is a weakness. For a study involving human subjects and blood collection, formal ethical clearance from an institutional review board should be obtained, even if consent is collected. This may raise concerns for publication.
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