
FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any) Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments 
My recommendation is to reject this manuscript for following reasons. 

1.    Conditions of Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 3.2 are wrong. The sufficient condition 

for the stability of the disease free equilibrium is “R_0<1”, not “R_0<a_0”. The 

author should pay attention to the inequality just above Theorem 3.1, which is the 

condition for stability. 

2.    The manuscript is not well organized.  (1) Long and Xiang (2011) are mentioned 

two times in the introduction.  (2) Error in equation (3.2). (3) Proves of Theorem 

3.1 and 3.2 should be simple. (4) The conclusion and discussion are not good 

enough to be understood. 

3.    The result of the manuscript is not good enough for publication. The stability 

result of the disease free equilibrium is common and easy to obtained. 

1. I have change the condition for stability to what the evaluator suggested. 
2. The correction in the introduction has been corrected. The proofs of Theorems (3.1) 
and (3.2) may look simple but they are correct. I have added the local stability of the 
endemic equilibrium and also the effect of the parameter that represents the rate at which 
vaccine wanes is discussed. The conclusion and discussion had been re-written for your 
comment. 
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