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Reviewer's comment

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

Compulsory REVISION comments

The aim of the manuscript is good but it is poorly
written and very simple.

The results are interesting but they are not explored a
long the text (below you have some examples)

The disease is important and it is important to know its
prevalence and incidence.

“The most important mode of transmission of the
disease is by transferring of virus-infective blood by
blood feeding insects” this statement is incorrect, it can
happen but it is not the most important

| missed a lot of references a long the text, specially in
the introduction and discussion

What is the total equid herd in the country??You tested
368 animals and you could discuss the results based
on the total population, means of controlling this
disease, how important it is for equine owners, how to
control the spread of the disease

Table 1,2 and 3 can be joined

Figures 1 and 2 means the same as the tables, you
can exclude that

The first paragraph of discussion should be in the
introduction

Conclusion is poor and means nothing. You should

Changed

Done

Figures 1 and 2 were deleted

The first paragraph of discussion was
removed

Changed
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discuss your findings and why are they relevant.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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