Dear Associated Editor,
Thank you for the careful review of our manuscript.  All the reviewers’ suggestions or corrections were very relevant and have been taken into consideration in the revised version of the text. The comments of the two reviewers were addressed as attached.

Thank you for your kind attention.

Sincerely yours,

Marcia S.C.Melhem

Reviewer A

1. Abstract
a. “A total of ten quality control isolates….” Should be eleven
according to the isolates described in the Abstract and M&M sections
 In fact, we studied 11 strains as you have corrected. We modified properly in Abstract and Material and Method sections 

2. Introduction
b. Paragraph 1: please insert some references to support the statements of
the paragraph. 
A reference was included, as recommended.

Last sentence: insert the reference about CLSI procedure
 The recommended reference was included
c. Paragraph 2: a reference should be added to the last two sentences
should be referred in the M&M section – Analysis of results
A reference was included, as recommended.

d. Paragraph 3: reference 7 (Espinel-Ingroff et al., 2005) – this paper
reports the CLSI and EUCAST methodologies, but not the VITEK system. Please
delete the reference.
The cited reference was exclude.
3. Material & Methods
a. Study design: please re-structure the paragraph in order to separate the
issue of yeast species identification from the antifungal susceptibility
test
We re-word the phrase .
b. Identification test: “Fermentative assays in Durhan (instead of Duhan)
tubes….” and “Filamentous growth and chlamydospores (instead of
chlamidospores)…..” – please insert references about the cited
methodologies
We did the correction  writing  the words properly  and inserted a reference. 
c. Antifungal agents: why include itraconazole in the CLSI and EUCAST tests
if the VITEK 2 cards do not contain this antifungal agent?
Sorry for the misinformation, we indeed did not analyze the itraconazole agent. We deleted ir from the text.

4. Results
a. Paragraphs 1 and 2: statements regarding the yeasts identification are
in disagreement – 32 or 31 were could be determined by the VITEK system?
Additionaly, in Table 1, 30 Candida species instead of 32 are described
(lack of C. guilliermondii) and are not concordant with the species referred
in M&M (C. dubliniensis?)
Sorry for the error, we did the needed  corrections and modifications in the Table 1  
We re-word the sentence for emphasize a misidentification of the new species C. gattii by the VITEK 2 system, resulting in 31 clinical isolates correctly identified by VITEK 2 system 
b. Paragraph 3: please insert the fluconazole mean time value
We insert the value for fluconazole
c. Last paragraph: “Table 1 summarizes the in vitro fluconazole
susceptibilities…” Please insert the other antifungal agents. The last
sentence need to be re-written to improve understanding.
We did the suggested corrections

5. Discussion
a. Paragraph 1, lines 10 to 13: Hata et al. found error in C. glabrata,
conversely the authors did not observe misidentification in other Candida
species. Please re-structure the two sentences to improve understanding
We re-phrased the text. 

b. Paragraph 3: The C. gattii unidentified by the VITEK 2 system is
unclaimed by its database. Please clarify the word unclaimed. 
We decide to improve the sentence, as following: The C. gattii unidentified by the VITEK 2 system is an expected fact since this species is out of the system database
c. Paragraph 4, line3: should be Intralaboratory reproducibility….
We did the correction in the text.

d. Paragraph 4, lines 6 to 9: the sentence need to be re-written to improve
understanding
We tried to clarify the sentence.

Reference 6 did not appear in the manuscript.
We included the reference 6 at the end of the first paragraph of Introduction.

Reviewer B

 SUGGESTIONS TO THE AUTHORS: 
The results presented are very important, however, it requires
modifications prior to its being accepted for publication.
We have modified the Table 1. Additionally we improved all the results and discussion parts. The English was reviewed through the site www.journalexperts.com in order to improve  it.   
 
