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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Introduction: In my opinion the goal of the work is not a reflection of the title of the 
manuscript. I suggest that the goal and the title of the manuscript should be uniformed. 
Was this the first attempt to produce a powdered Kunu-zaki drink? 
 
Materials & methods: Because the drink is not widely known, I would like to get more 
details about its production: e.g. soaked in water (?), what temperatures were used for the 
soaking, drying process, how long was the sedimentation phase. 
Mineral analysis: Please, give details for HCL and NHO3 concentration and 
spectrophotometer (company, name).  
Sensory evaluation: I am missing information on how samples were prepared for sensory 
evaluation, e.g. how much powder was used for how much water to obtain a ready to drink 
beverage. Was the proportion of water to powder always the same for different grains? 
There is no information about statistics methods used while differences are stressed in 
table 1 and 4.  
Results: I do not understand large differences in carbohydrate and moisure content in a 
drink prepared from powder and with traditional method? Especially, that there were not so 
big differences in the case of protein, fat, ash and fiber. Because carbohydrates were 
calculated from the difference, was not their content affected by water content? On what 
basis was the reconstructed drink prepared (quantity of added water)? 
I do not understand why the mineral composition was asses for powder, not the ready to 
drink beverages? Specially, when the in table 1 analyses are made for ready to drink 
beverages. As the powder is diluted with water (in what amount) it is impossible to guess 
what is the nutritional value of the Kunu drink.  
Lines 162-165: in results section the potential effects of minerals should not be discussed, 
especially when information given without any references.     
Discussion: lines 210-211 Is mineral content was analysed in powder (as mentioned in 
Table 4) or in reconstructed powder dinks (as written in line 211)? maybe the differences 
are due to different water content? 
 
The title: I strongly suggest to change “nutritional status” for “nutritional value”  
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

Introduction: line 42: change the capital letter for millet 
Mineral Analysis: line 77: remove the capital letters for some minerals. Please, use the 
same form of naming of chemical compounds, e.g. HCL (abbreviation) or sulfuric acid (full 
name) in the manuscript.  
Results: In line 109 please indicate that it was power reconstructed Kunu. 
Line 112: remove the capitol letter for sorghum; line 113 remove the capitol letter for ash; 
table 1: please uniform the size of letters. I do not understand why in some cases 
significant differences are stress in order “a” and “b”, in others “b” and “a” (lines 126, 127)? 
Lines: 146-147 remove the capital letters for grains names.   
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
I don't feel qualified to judge about the English language and style but some parts of the 
manuscript are difficult to follow, partially due to very long sentences. E.g.: lines 33-37; 
133-136. 
There is not Table 3? 
It is interesting, practical study, but needs more details to clarify the content. 
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