
	Name:
	UTTAR PRADESH JOURNAL OF ZOOLOGY

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_UPJOZ_5597

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Successful Management of Notoedres cati in Cats: A Comparative Study of Selamectin Spot-On and Ethnoveterinary Medicine

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 is actually quite meaningful because it brings real-world clinical data on a disease many vets still overlook, and it compares two treatment options in a way that’s practical and easy to understand. It helps bridge the gap between modern medicine and traditional remedies, which is something many communities really need. It also highlights a zoonotic risk that matters for both animal and human health. Altogether, it contributes something genuinely useful to the veterinary world.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title works reasonably well, but it could be a little clearer for readers. A friendlier and more direct alternative might be: “Comparing Selamectin and an Aloe Vera–Virgin Coconut Oil Remedy for Treating Notoedric Mange in Cats.”
	

	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 solid and gives a good overall picture, but it would feel smoother if the treatment timelines and key numbers were presented a bit more clearly. Adding a short line explaining the scoring or emphasizing the differences in recovery speed would help readers grasp the importance right away.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically, the study is well-structured and the results make sense, but it would benefit from briefly explaining how cats were randomized and giving just a little more detail on the statistical approach. With these small improvements, the science behind it would feel even stronger.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are good and mostly up-to-date, and they support the topic well. Including a couple of the most recent papers on feline mange or parasitic treatment would make the reference list feel even more current and well-rounded.
	

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


	The English is understandable, and the message comes through clearly, but the manuscript would really shine with some gentle polishing for smoother flow and cleaner grammar. A quick language edit would make the reading experience much nicer.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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