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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 article “An Update on Pathological changes in Canine Demodicosis.” analyse the pathology induced by important Demodex mite in dog. It provides detail description of histopathological, biochemical and mineral based changes in the dog. Considering the importance of the demodicosis in dog, it is worthy of publication.  
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	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4, dog should be added
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, however , abstract should be in one paragraph.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	References are sufficient but not recent.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	There is no ethical number provided in the manuscript. At least owner consent must be included. 
	




PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	1. In introduction need to improve largely. Hypotheses and research objectives are not clear in the current version. 
2. In Methods: Number of studied dog, their conditions, sample collection procedure, especially for skin scrapping, ethical consideration need to be incorporated.
3.  Conclusion section is not clearly outlined. Should have a general statement, future direction, recommendations. 
4. Please cite: Islam, MM; Khanam, SS; Rashid, SMH; Islam, MN. 2013. Prevalence and pathology of demodectic mange in stray dogs in Bangladesh. Journal of Science and Technology; 11:118-121
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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)
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