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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This study is one of the important and useful studies in the field of food and nutrition, as it mainly explains the structure of the fungus Ganoderma sichuanense. It can be a valuable nutritional alternative and can be used in diets.
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PART 2



	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	




Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	In general, the research is well written in terms of organization and the way the results are presented, and the laboratory work is clear that it is done in a sound scientific way. The use of recent references is also a very positive and added point to the research.
But there are some negative points:
First, presentation of the idea it deals with the biochemical and pharmaceutical aspects of the fungus, which has not been tested and no evaluation in this research can make the basic idea unclear.
Second, in its clear length in the introduction and discussion, and in many parts that are far from the main goal of the research. Especially the discussion, parts of which are not directly related to the results, and this makes the reader stray from the basic idea of the paper. The discussion also needs to be reorganized so that it focuses on interpreting the current results and linking them to previous studies directly and clearly.
Technically, a lack of some important details, such as the failure to explain the structure of the mobile phase used in the HPLC analysis to estimate amino acids, is not explained in the study.
The results of amino acids without standard deviation, noting that the study stated that the analyses were done 3 times, and all the results consist of the mean and standard deviation.
And finally, on a very important point regarding protein:
The research presents mushrooms as a rich source of protein, while the percentage mentioned is only about 4.47%, which is a low percentage, not a high one. In particular, it is a low-quality vegetable protein, and therefore its biological quality is lower compared to animal protein. Therefore, I believe that there is a clear exaggeration in presenting this point in the discussion and conclusion, and it is preferable to rephrase it more accurately and more realistically.
The conclusion is very general and needs a strong review, and linking it to the main goal of the research
References: There are missing references that are not mentioned in the list of references, such as (Luangham et al., 2021, ...) and others; the date is mentioned (Thangaraj, 2015). Error in the year of reference
There are also (2) references under the name of (Xu et al., 2022) without differentiating between the first and the second. Please unify the method of writing references

Overall, the research is a very good effort, but it needs a major adjustment in focus and content, especially in the discussion, to better serve the basic idea.

	



PART  3: 
	

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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