
I have gone through the manuscript 2013_AJEA_5122, and I can safely say the authors did try to
address issues raised by the two distinguished reviewers, but however,

1. my concern is the same as that raised one of the reviewers on the Data table. As it is, it does
not show any statistical analyses were made to the data obtained. The way the “ranges” are now
presented do not indicate a range at all, I still think the means are could be presented here and then
the range in brackets if the authors think the SED may not be indicative enough.

Author’s comment: Statistical analyses were added in Table 1.

2. The authors need to tell the reader which Camellia genus has been found to contain theanine,
not to generalize. If the reference is there, I believe the name of the plant should not be too hard to
find.

Author’s comment: Plants, which biosynthesize theanine, were described in detail in
introduction section.

Therefore, I say if these issues are addressed, the paper can be published, as it is, it falls short of the
requirements of scientific communication.


