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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

Methods
e Lines 50-1
The authors state that “uninoculated flasks seagecontrol™—Does
this mean that medium alone was used to demonstiaseline of
methionine production? In figures 4 and 5, it vebappear that the
medium alone control is able to produce approxitgdtd mg/mL
of methionine. Please clarify.

* Line72
The authors state that one loopful of inoculum am@d
approximately 3.15 x faells/mL. Was this value generated by
direct plate count? How many trials were donedtenine this
value and what is the standard error? If one llogdntains 3.15 x
10° cells/mL, it is not possible that two loopfuls vidibe 7.56 x 18
cells/mL as the authors state in line 72. Two fatspof 3.15 x 16
per loopful would be 6.3 x £0 Please clarify.

Results and Discussion
* Line 127
It is stated that 1.40 mg/mL of methionine was picat! byBacillus
cereus S8 in this study. Does that represent an ovavatage
under all conditions? If so, then the value ofriedium only
control is responsible for higher levels of methnenat
approximately 1.5 mg/mL. Please clarify.
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e Line 132—Figure 1
No error bars or statistics are presented on Fitjaeany of the
Figures. The reader must be informed of variation.

* Lines 155-5, 166-7, 190-5
The study under review reports maximum methionireelpction
using glucose as a carbon source and ammoniuniesalahe

nitrogen source. However, the current study makesgparison with

a report by Ekwealor and Obeta (2007) who evalulgtde

production byB. megaterium SP 86. While the current authors no

that “strain differences” may explain variationeta is actually no
appropriate comparison. Ekwealor and Oberta etediza
megaterium SP 86 using sucrose as the carbon source and
ammonium chloride as a nitrogen sour8acillus megaterium SP
76 andB. megaterium SP 14 were evaluated using glucose and
ammonium sulfate as did the current study.

References

There needs to be consistency in reference citatige. There are
issues with capitalization, commas, periods, abbtews, etc. As an
example, reference #8 is listed as:

Kinoshita S, Udaka S, Shimono M. Amino acid fermentation. 1. Production of
L-glutamic acid by various microorganisms. J. Gen. Appl. Microbiol.
1957;3:193-205.

The actual citation is:

Kinshita S, Udaka S, Shimono M. Studies on the amiid
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fermentation. Part 1. Production of L-glutamicdaby various
microorganisms. J Gen Appl Microbiol. 2004; 50: 38&L

Reference 17 (Rost al., 1989) is surprising since tkeurnal of

Microbiology and Biotechnology did not begin publication until 1991.

Minor REVISION
comments

Optional /General
comments

Introduction
» Good, complete background provided
¢ Objectives clear

General Comments

The authors have engaged in an important invesiigétat will
provide useful information to researchers workinghis field. By
providing more complete methodology, appropriag¢istical
evaluation, more directed comparisons with othediss and more
attention to details of journalistic style, thigoea will be improved.
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