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GENERAL COMMENTS

This is a well written manuscript describing the limited possibilities
for modifying pneumonia risk factors in children born in Da Nang,
Vietham.

The methodology seems sound but the number of women
interviewed was quite low. Unfortunately, figure 2 was not available
for review. | am just not sure that the findings are of sufficient
interest to a general paediatric readership.

There are a few minor issues to be fixed:

- Abstract / methods: the study period is "10/02/2017 to 14/02/2017"
in the abstract but "10/02/2017 - 24/02/2017" elsewhere.

- Background (P2, L21): should be "Haemophilus influenzae" rather
than "Haemophilus influenza”

- Methods (P5, L37): please give a citation/reference for "Epidata”.
- Results:

- P6, L11: "The majority of mothers (55.2%) were primigravidas".
Might be fairer to say "around half".

- P6, L49: can the authors provide the numerator and denominator
for 19.6% (mothers who intended to obtain PCV)?

- Discussion: "Cesearean" should be corrected throughout.

Permission to publish reviewer 2's review was not received.
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VERSION 1 - AUTHOR RESPONSE

Reviewers’ comments

1. Abstract / methods: the study period is "10/02/2017 to 14/02/2017" in the abstract but
"10/02/2017 - 24/02/2017" elsewhere.

**Please accept our apologies for this mistake. The study was performed over a 2-week period (from
10/02/2017 to 24/02/2017) and we ensured consistency between the abstract and methods section.

2. Background (P2, L21): should be "Haemophilus influenzae" rather than "Haemophilus
influenza"

*Thank you for pointing this out — corrected

3. Methods (P5, L37): please give a citation/reference for "Epidata”.

**A reference for “Epidata” was included in the text and reference section

4, Results:
- P6, L11: "The majority of mothers (55.2%) were primigravidas". Might be fairer to say "around half".

**The text was adjusted to read: "Around a half of mothers (55.2%) were primigravidas”

- P6, L49: can the authors provide the numerator and denominator for 19.6% (mothers who intended
to obtain PCV)?

*We included the relevant numerator and denominator to read: “Only 64/286 (22.4%) mothers were
aware of the pneumococcal conjugate vaccine and 56/286 (19.6%) intended to provide this to their
infant”.

5. Discussion: "Cesearean" should be corrected throughout.

**Corrected
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