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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

1.- The title of the document indicates that an important part of
the paper is related to amylase production, nevertheless the
information about this topic it is not mentioned at the
introduction.

2.- A better description of the methodology is required i.e.
(information about the form of the substrate used and how it
was obtained, the size of the flask used for the amylase
production, the system employed. The term “optimization” is
not correctly use. The statistical analysis is not mentioned. The
conditions of sampling is not mentioned during fermentation.
3.-In results and discussion section it is mentioned that
production yields were determined, this information it is not
presented in the methodology section. The authors indicated
“the optimized conditions” and expressed that these results are
promising to large scale production, nevertheless with the
information presenting in the document it is not possible to
make this affirmation. The section indicates results and
discussion but no discussion is presented. The author also
indicates 5 parameters related to the bioethanol production
from this substrate, nevertheless in the document there is not
information related to them.

4.- None figure or table is presented about “optimization”
process. Four points for a fermentation process in a graphic
are not enough to conclude any result, besides the steady state
was not reached, there are not error bars in the graphics. For
ethanol production there was not information between 6 to 24
hrs, error bars are also missing.

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




SDI Review Form 1.6

Q)
SCIENCEDOMAIN international Ry 7"

www.sciencedomain.org

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments

Reviewer Details:

Name:

Neith Aracely Pacheco Lépez

Department, University & Country

Food technology department, CIATEJ Research Center, Mérida, México

Created by: EA Checked by: ME Approved by: CEO Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)




