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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 
 

1. The results of this study are ver y modest and 
they do not contribute with matter of  bovine STEC.   
2. The references of Introduction section are olds.  
3. If study is about STEC (stx1 and stx2), the 
authors should be performed the SUBTYPES  
mainly stx2 (epidemiologic importance). 
4. The figure 1 is very bad. This figure missed 
several details.  
5. Serotyping is important performed “H” antigen. 
This study was performed only SEROGROUP. The 
authors should be complete serotyping (O:H) for 
epidemiologic data. 
6. And “gene expressions”. Only PCR without 
PHENOTYPIC assays is not very important. The 
authors should be perfomed the citotoxity assays 
with Vero cells (shiga-toxin) because the strains 
can have gene but without expression. 
 

1. We want to really thank the review for 
making out time to go through our paper. We 
do agree with the reviewer that our results are 
modest but fortunately, this is the first time 
such a study is carried out in our area. It will 
definitely encourage future elaborate studies. 
2. We have completely revised the references 
and have tried as much as we can to use 
references that are published in the past 5 to 
10 years. 
3. The scope of this first study was mainly 
focused on the shiga toxins 1 and 2 genes. 
Perhaps in future studies and as we are able to 
source funds we will seek to expand the study 
to other subtypes of the stx2. 
4. Unfortunately that was the best of our 
figures and since the quality was poor, we 
have humbly deleted it. 
5. We are happy the reviewer pointed this out. 
Unfortunately we could not perform the 
serotyping because of financial constraints. We 
hope to include this in any future studies. 
6. Again we do agree with the reviewer that E. 
coli “strains can have gene but without 
expression”. But we wanted to tart from 
somewhere 
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