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Dear editor

1) After | read the manuscript | found that there rmi@ny problems in the resear
process and the obtained data as well as no censistas found amon
different sections of the manuscript. For example methods, especial
germination methodéTejinder, 2007) and all antioxidant assay metheadsge
typically quoted from literature by the author apldced in the manuscrif
although they describing other materials, procesiuaad treatments not relat
with research done in the manuscript. Also mosseritences are typical

ch

qguoted from literature, especially from Marton €t(@010). In conclusion, i

looks like that the data and discussion section alEsady written or prepared,
and then methods were just quoted from literatareomplete the manuscript.

On the other hand, some methods, such as minegtkrndnation an
processes after cooking are not provided in theuseipt.
2) The most important, the title, objective, resulemd conclusion of th

manuscript claimed that a novel product with healhims was produced.

Basically it is well known that when we made a rloged functional foo

product with health claims, it should be more rianial or at least equal with

the raw material. However, what the author has dieeks like just destroye

or removed most of nutrients and functional compisuim the final product.

The author just collected grains from local markéthout any informatio
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3)

4)

5)

about the harvesting date and storage conditiomsnigated them, and then
blended the germinated grains with high amount afew and filtrated th
mixture through strainer to remove the fibber-niesidual. The aqueous extract
(not water soluble constituents as claimed in fiie)twas cooked under
uncontrolled conditions fotO hoursto reach brown colour and high viscosity.
The big questionafter 10 h of cooking under uncontrolled conditiomisat
type of antioxidants or nutrients could be remaid atable, and is this a novel,
nutritional, and healthy functional product, andaivkind of people will accep
it. The results of nutrient contents in the finabgluct compared to the started
materials already evidenced that it is not valuahtehe end, and although it |s
well known cooking for just several minutes reduties antioxidant activity
but the author after 10 h of uncontrolled cookitegjroed that the antioxidant
activity was higher in the final product comparedte raw material.
After all these the author stored the product foid&y and evaluated microbial
changes and attributed the changes to variety @ingrHowever, ng
information was provided about processes perforadéer cooking, such as
cooling, packaging and storage conditions, whiaytare main influences of
microbial changes during storage.
In addition, Cost effectiveness of a novel prodigtvery important and
although the author is working at department of @@oonomic, as it can be
seen from the affiliation, but unfortunately thetaar didn’t mention how much
amount or volume of the final product obtained framknown amount of
germinated grains. This because the author wasddhle grains for 52 h and
then germination for 5 days, i.e about 7 days tatadl long germination time |s
well known to decrease the total dry matter in gnains and increase fiber
content. However since the author removed all therfrich fraction, so how
much dry matter could be in the extract, and thu$eé final product.
Therefore, from the scientific, nutritional, safegnd economical point, the
final product obtained is impossible to be accdptétr consumption or to be
produced by this processing method, even on a hoiger traditional scale.
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6) Therefore, | strongly suggest that this manuscsipbuld be rejected with
irreparable deficiencies without need for pointiogt specific comments ar
further review processes.

7) Please find attached a copy of the manuscript sotne highlights and note
which may help you to point out some problems amy melp with making @
final decision.
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comments

Optional /General
comments

Note: Anonymous Reviewer

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved byECG Version: 1.6 (¥ June, 2012)




