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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	In our days with investigating the food quality is as important as the food safety is. The article has some degree of novelty, the duck meat quality was not the subjects of many researches. The findings could be valuable for food business operators. 
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	The title is quite suitable, although the PROXIMATE COMPOSITION should be removed because the data about the nutritional effects is highly influenced by the meat content of samples
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	The abstract is comprehensive but there is some information that could be moved in the methodology.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1.The ratio between meat and marination varies from the samples group (Control- 13,29:1; T1- 9,00:1; T2- 7,33:1; T3 - 5,67 :1). Is there any impact on the results by this variation?

2.The findings are not corelated with conclusions: “helpful method to develop duck meat products with certain acceptable microbiological properties” is not supported by the methodology. In my opinion, I have seen no information about how the proposed treatment impacts the microbiological condition of the meat.
3. Are the findings particular for  duck`s meat or were they discovered by other authors on different poultry meat?
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	The references could be improved by number and by recent period. I have no additional references to suggest.
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