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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   
Minor REVISION comments   

Optional/General comments 
 

This MS deal with the effect of fermentation on nutritional composition of soybean 
fermented products, tempeh and soy-iru. Results indicated that not only nutritional qualities 
of soybeans enhanced but also contents of anti-nutrition such as phytic acid and trypsin 
inhibitor significantly reduced by fermentation. It seems that MS may be worth publishing, 
however there are many mistake in it. Author(s) need to revise in the following matters: 
1. Title needs to revise to reflect the study. 
2. Tables 1 and 2. Proximate composition such as moisture, proteins, fats, carbohydrates, 
and ash. These results should be provided as that the total of percentages of these 
components equals 100 percentages. 
3. Figures 1,2, and 4. It needs to correct y-axis. 
4. All figures. It needs to indicate x-axis correctly. 
5. References. It needs to rewrite according to author’s instruction. 
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As per the guideline of editorial office we have followed VANCOUVER reference style for our paper. 
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