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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 

 

 
This study involved aspects of Microbiology and vacinology. 
The manuscript is well written and interesting and important 
for and Publics Health, although there are several 
suggestions to be done.  
 

1. Some of the keywords used do not follow any index 
descriptors in public health, as BIREME, MeSH, 
NLM or UMLS (eg. Fowl typhoid �) 

2. There are several errors in the manuscript's 
organization. I suggest to separate the topics 
“Results” and “Discussion”. I guess it’s a little bit 
confuse.  

 

 

It’s my pleasure to give thanks to reviewer of my 

paper for nice comment.  With due respect to 

honourable reviewer I think for this manuscript 

result and discussion in one part is ok. I add new 

reference in accordance with the comment of 

another reviewer that would strong the 

discussion. 

 
 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

1. The “conclusions” must respond to the initial 
objectives. So I suggest that the conclusion at the 
end of the text must fully answer the questions 
asked in the objectives. 

In conclusion, I add a new point in accordance 

with your comment. 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

This article is well written. 

Finally I am grateful to honourable reviewer. 

 

 

 


