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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 
 

There are many results in the manuscript, different condition were assayed. 
However, the Materials and Methods section was poorly written, which 
became difficult to understand how the experiments were planning.  
 
Introduction:  
The authors could improve the introduction clarifying why the interest in an 
acid-stable enzyme and justify the food choice for fungi isolation.  
 
Materials and methods are incomplete. Much information and procedures 
are lacking. This section needs to be improved to clarify the understanding 
of results and discussion.  
The fungi were isolated from where? How was the procedure? 
The cultivation conditions are not described. How was the extracellular 
enzyme obtained? What were the standard conditions that you called 
“control”? 
The tests were conducted in duplicate? 
 
Discussion section:  
The 5 fungi were found in all products?  
Tables and Figures are not cited in the text. 
Figures are in low resolution to review.  
I suggest changing “enzyme productivity” for “enzyme activity”. In 
bioprocess, the expression “productivity” is used to calculate the product 
formation with time. 
 
In the test starting with pH 1.5 there was a large increase to pH 5.3. What 
could be the explanation for this?  
I would like to see the biomass and enzyme production curve. It would be 
possible to link more information about the process. After all, it was 7 days 
of experiment; no data was collected during these days? 
 
Fig 2. Explain the carbon source “water”.  
 
After all these tests, what is the final producing condition?  
 
The manuscript needs to be carefully revised to correct some duplicate 
words and other mistakes. 
Some sentences need to be rewritten like this: “In view of the findings of the 
other workers, many sources utilized found to be glutaminase inhibitors like 
fructose, sucrose (Desai et al., 2016)  lactose and starch were found to have 
inhibitory effect on glutaminase”  
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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) 
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