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	· This type  study will help understanding the disease progression
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

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

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
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	Yes, But few questions are to be addressed
· Kindly state what is the use of PAS staining in the case of demodicosis in the discussion. Details related to this special staining are missing.
· Conclusion of the article should be made crisper. Mention What is the main purpose of studying pathological changes in demodicosis. Whether it is useful when negative scrapping is present but still demodicosis is suspected

	

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

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

	No
Kindly add latest research works and update
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