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Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

While I appreciate the care with which it was carried out, I have several limitations. 
Reference and writing may be improved. Based on mass balance (containing byproducts), 
its yield (based on theoretical efficiency) may be rechecked and evaluated. In addition, both 
scale-up and optimization may be considered. Furthermore, compared with previous ones,  
the difference of hydrolytic performance may be meaningful. Lastly, as compared to well-
known fungal pre-treatment systems (for bioethanol), both potential and practical value 
may be checked. 

Reference and writing has improved , the introduction has increased from 9 
lines to 47 lines with more literatures added . 
 
References has now increased from 21  to 45, an improvement to the 
previous one cited, its yield based on mass balance, efficiency, scale up and 
optimization has been rechecked, especially compared with hydrolytic 
performance related to reducing  sugar yield from the result. 

 
 

PART  2:  
 

 
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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 


