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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) # The portions changed in the revised manuscript in
the light of comments made by this reviewer are highlighted in green.

Compulsory REVISION comments

2.

3.

Proposed article is scientifically significant and technically sound. But, data
presented is not sufficient enough to recommend for publication.
Comments:

1.

Purpose and potential of selecting experimental organisms needs to be
mentioned in introduction section.

Last sentence of introduction is concluding remarks and is better to place in
conclusion section.

Isolation technique required in materials and methods section.

How much soil and MYPG nutrient medium were used for inoculation in
incubation vials.

Cultivation of mycelia section needs to be divided into two subsections viz.
i. isolation of mycelia and ii. Inoculation of mycelia — and details should be
mentioned.

It seems that growth was measured in terms of mycelia mass on go™" days of
inoculation and incubation. In my opinion, linear growth measurement is
performed on different days of inoculation for each strain. Or | am unable to
understand.

Statistical analysis is required to establish the growth relation among
various strains.

Figure 1 & 2 shows that there is significant variation in data obtained for five
replica for particular strain at particular temperature. e.g. one replica (out of

five) of Rin 10 and 1122 incubated at 5°C showed no growth. It is not justified.

Also, there is large variation for growth speed obtained for particular
temperature among five replica. Such error (in my opinion) is frequent for
figs presented for growth and densities observation. Needs to be corrected
or clarified.

Conclusion - The optimum temperature for linear mycelia growth and
mecelial density increase ...... may be written as

The optimum temperature for increased linear mycelia growth and mecelial
density ..

Thank you very much for the valuable comments and suggestions.

1. We have described the economic importance of the selected experimental
organism, T. matsutake, in the Introduction section.

2. We have moved the relevant sentence to the Conclusion section.

3. We have included a description of the isolation technique in Materials and
Methods section.

4. The weight of soil in each vial was 48.5 g. The volume of MYPG liquid
medium added was difficult to measure because soil was soaked in the
medium and the extra medium was removed by setting the soil onto a plastic
mesh basket, as described in the Materials and Methods section. The volume
of the medium that was added was approximately 24 g/100 g soil; however,
this is not an exact figure.

5. As suggested, we have divided the “Cultivation of mycelia” section into two
subsections, with one of the subsections describing the isolation of mycelia.
6. As suggested, we recognize that measurement of the mycelial growth on
different days will be suitable to obtain chronological trend of mycelial growth.
However, mycelial growth speed of T. matsutake is known to be slow, and we
concerned that the slower growth speed will interrupt the accurate
measurement of the mycelial growth especially for lower incubation
temperature on shorter observation period. In fact, the mycelial growth at
lower temperature was difficult to observe on a midway of incubation in the
soil medium. Therefore, we believe that measurement only on 89" day was
suitable to observe the accurate mycelial growth at lower temperature.

7. For both, linear mycelial growth and biomass, statistically significant
differences were observed among the strains at 20 °C. We have mentioned
this in the revised manuscript.

8. Thank you for your concerns regarding these points. The large variation
among the replicates is thought to be caused by the non-uniformity of the soil
medium. However, we believe that this variation is not critical for the present
study because the purpose of this study was to estimate the optimum
temperature based on the trend of the growth data. Therefore, the curve-fitting
method was adopted in this study.

9. We think that in the context of the sentence, “increase” has the same
meaning as “growth.” As such, we believe that the original sentence might be
better.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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