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REVIEWER’S COMMENTS/SUGGESTIONS

	(AUTHOR’S SECTION)
AUTHOR’S ACTION/RESPONSE

	
	*NOTE FOR AUTHOR: Please state your response to the reviewer’s comments/suggestion below 

	REVIEWER (A)

	1. 
	Point #1 
Has this manuscript ever been published on other media?:
	Appropriate response addressing point #1

This manuscript hasn't ever been published on other media

	2. 
	Point #2
 Is the title brief, informative and indicates the main point(s) of the paper? Maximum 14 words:
	Appropriate response addressing point #2 
The title is brief and indicates the main points of the paper

	3. 
	Point #3 
Does the abstract state briefly the purpose of the study, the principal results and major conclusions?:
	Appropriate response addressing point #3 
The abstract state briefly purpose, results and major conclusions

	4. 
	Point #4 
Does the introduction clearly describe the bacground of study?:
	Point #4 

The introduction clearly expose the background

	5. 
	Point #5 Is the purposes of study clearly stated?:
	Point #5 

The purposes of study is clearly presented

	6. 
	Point #6

Are the methods in accordance with aims of study?:
	Point #6
The methods are in accordance with the purposes of study

	7. 
	Point #7 

Can the results reply the aims of study? Is the data sufficient to support the discussion and conclusion?:
No, the data is not sufficient to support the discussion and conclussion
	Point #7
The results can reply the aims of study.
I  have attached the supplementary data 

	8. 
	Is the discussion consistent with the scope of the study and it comparable to the similar research? Are the used mathematical equations accordingly and correctly?:

	Yes, the result comparable to the similar research



	9. 
	Are the references consistent to the content of study? Does the manuscript use references of the last 10 years?:
	The references are consistent to the content.
 The manuscript use the last 10 years references

	10. 
	Does the conclusion able to address the aims of study? Does the result contribute to the development of agricultural technology science?:
The conclusion address the aims study.

	Yes it does.


	11. 
	Do libraries, drawings, and tables need to be added/subtracted?:

	No there is not, 

	12. 
	Is there any sub heading need to be added/subtracted?:

	No there is not


	REVIEWER (C)

	1. 
	Has this manuscript ever been published on other media?:
	No

	2. 
	Is the title brief, informative and indicates the main point(s) of the paper? Maximum 14 words:

	Yes, but authors should consider to delete comma in the title


	3. 
	Does the abstract state briefly the purpose of the study, the principal results and major conclusions?:

	Yes

	4. 
	Does the introduction clearly describe the background of study?:

	Yes

	5. 
	Is the purposes of study clearly stated?:
	Yes

	6. 
	Are the methods in accordance with aims of study?:
	Yes

	7. 
	Can the results reply the aims of study? Is the data sufficient to support the discussion and conclusion?:
	Yes

	8. 
	Is the discussion consistent with the scope of the study and it comparable to the similar research? Are the used mathematical equations accordingly and correctly?:

	Yes

	9. 
	Are the references consistent to the content of study? Does the manuscript use references of the last 10 years?:
	Yes

	10. 
	Does the conclusion able to address the aims of study? Does the result contribute to the development of agricultural technology science?:
	Yes

	11. 
	Do libraries, drawings, and tables need to be added/subtracted?:
	No

	12. 
	Is there any sub heading need to be added/subtracted?:
No
	No

	Additional comments/notes::
	Manuscript revision in yellow block

	
	

	1. 
	Please add any reference(s) regarding the black tea preparation
	Ok. I will  be added  at manuscript
Black tea preparation was according to procedure of Pou (2016) with modification.

	2. 
	Regarding DPPH method, the authors used diluted of tea extract. How was the dilution done? Is the dilution ratio same between the "raw" tea extract and the treated tea extract? Expalation should be added
	I use 1000 x dilution with methanol
Diluted (1000 x with methanol) of tea extract were piped as much as 1 ml then added a solution of 0.1 mM DPPH as much as 2 ml vortexed then incubated the darkroom for 30 minutes.

	3. 
	3. Figure 1 --> The ordinate title should be clear, what percentage? Is it inhibition percentage?

	The ordinate describes antioxidant activity

	4. 
	First paragraph after Fig 1: Figure 1 shows the highest oxidant activity was PGL 15 which increased by 10.60% from the initial antioxidant activity of 52.31%.
Oxidant should be antioxidant?

	Yes,  I mean antioxidant activity.
Figure 1 shows the highest antioxidant activity was PGL 15 which increased by 10.60% from the initial antioxidant activity of 52.31%.


	5. 
	The authors should consider to calculate the percentage of increase in order to rank the increase of antioxidant

	Yes , in conclusion.

Tannase 0,1% treated tea infusion of five PGL black tea clones increased antioxidant activity  as 7,15 – 11,16 % in DPPH Method dan 5,65 – 8,94 % in FRAP Method

	6. 
	The authors should give the range of IC50 obtained in this study
	Yes , in supplementary data

	7. 
	The authors should consider to add spider web diagram for sensory analysis result

	Ok, done in manuscript
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	8. 
	There is no quantitative result shown in the conclusions
	Ok. Done 


	9. 
	A statistical analysis explanation should be added to the methodology section, such as how many repetition that was done, etc.

	Ok. Done
Statistical  Analysis
SPSS version 23.0 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA) was used for statistical analyses.  Data were expressed as mean ± standard deviation (SD). Mean differences were tested using one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), a further Tukey’s test was applied. P values <0.05 were considered significant.


	10. 
	The authors mentioned about supplementary data in the manuscript, but I cannot find the document
	Ok. Done

	11. 
	
	


Please upload this Review Comments together with the revised manuscript
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