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Compulsory REVISION comments

Mismatch of title and manuscript body. Since
prevalence is a broad term and encompasses

various criteria that are met only after selecting the
sample size using any probability sampling

technique, so that the sample is true representativ. e
of the target population. Because after

interpretation of the results, the information

obtained is generalised on the entire target

population. Any deviation from that will result in a
bias that will render the entire outcome of the stu dy
invalid. The authors obtained a seroprevalence of
5.23% after selecting a sample size of 191, this

mean that 5.23% entire goat population of Ludhiana
district at a given point of time is infected with
brucellosis. However this is not true as the method
employed in selecting the sample is non probability
method and even fails to meet the criteria of centr  al
limit theory.

The abstract is too short should provide

information regarding methodology also and
conclusion drawn

Introduction is too short

No statistical analysis of the data done.

It seems that the authors themselves are confused
about how write a manuscript, otherwise the work

they have done can be presented in an excellent
manner

Needful has been done in revised manuscript
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