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Landman and Belwr- Reurospora lLaotass. I. Properties of lactase Preparations
g ~ -~ from a lactoss utlilizing end a lactose non—utilizing strain.

This paper is an introdustory comtribution of comsideradble merit om a subject
of gread intarest and importance. In gmeral, this reviewer has no doudt as

to 1ts acospddbility. However, it has not been carefully edited by the writers,
and should de revised in arder 4o make 414 understandable and oonformable to
proper standards of scientific expression.

The reviewer finds two points in the srgument inedequately supported. The
evidence an pages 9 and 10 does not ssen 40 have very critical besring en the
comolusion that "hydrolytic eleavags represents the major way in which lastose
1 utilisad®, for ame might easily imagine that within the myeelium the
lactass system fumctioned differently than in extrasts, or alternatively that
the nmajor patlway of lagtose utilization was mediated by another enzyme whose
sdaptive responses perallsl thoss of the hydrolytic lactase. Precedents for
both t§pes aof action san be cited: e.gs, transphesphetase (Axslred), and
§-glucosidase in relation to maltase {n ysast, respectively. n the other
hand, the reviewer regards this issus as overemphasized in relation to the
problen of gens-enzyme pentrol, and the writers' gensral conclusions are not
greatly affected by this point.

The second issue is more important. Although some interesting detatls are .,
given, this paper does not prosent an exhaustive stidy of the lactase as :
enzyme. Its main interest is in the comparison of the lactases of the s

and o “lactoseless’ mitent. Prom this point of view, the behavior of the mutant,
especially its grovth and adaptive enzyme responses to lactose,are not adequately
doounented. One may infer that this is taken up in s compmnion papet "in prece".
Unless this paper, reference 15, end to seome extent 21, {s to adjoin the
presont paper in the pages of this journal, the reviewsr questions the utility
of eplitting the information. At eny rate, he is, to a large extont preventod
from an adequate critical viow of tho present paper by a lack of information

on the details of the other.

The discussion is rather long, but well—taken and should not be shartenod. The
recent papers of Colm and }Monod (Acta Biochim Biphys, 1951) and of lederborg

and Beadle (both in Genetics in the 20th Centwry, Maclillan, 1951) are all, however,

extremolyppertinent and should be aited.

The following remarks concern the form rather than the centent of the paper and
are addressed to authors primarily for their own eonsiderationt
le Capitaligation is inecmsistent and often incorrect in expressions such
as Ethanol, Minimal Medium, Stardard Strain, lactose. The entire paper should
be carefully edited for orthographic errors. The same for abbreviatioms and
contractiochs, especially mg / mge, ml / l., and 80 forth. Volume numbers
are inconeistently treated in the Referonoes. Reference 18 cites Adv. in
Enzymes )9 shows Adv. Enzym,

' 2."B", used repeatedly before "-galactosidass’ should be read  (beta)

Jo The datum "rpn", ppe 6, 11 &s not useful. "RCF* should be given, or mentien
of the t3pe of centrifuge. . ‘
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8. "lactoseless® ’ 'p.v 2, and throughout. This expression is bound to be
confusing and should be dAscoura if theauthors agree. It is incon-
with the usage in, for example, thimineless”, which implies an
organism lacking the ability to synthesize methionine. Seme organiams
are known which require tryptophane; others cannod metaboline it. Te
use the "-less’ terminology for both eases would be very unfortumte.
Suggested alternatives: lactase-dofiocient, alactatic, or lactose-nsgative.
Specific (mis?)oenetructions: o N
Pe o Bt which/ that.  resuls and resulted !

Lo 14 Is vitamin fornatien a mitant cheratder?
The -opqnd mtcn« ar‘f.bu pqrmuph s aviorard.

Pe 5L Re?. (13) should he uovad Sxonxet back ene phrase. Bmerson's
deseriptiom of his strains' bdehavior en lactese should be cited
(Fed. Prec. 19"5‘677) .

. L e carbehydrate

Pe 4 P.2 2% by weight eta./ 20 g of carbm source was edded per 1.

Pe 6 Lo 8-9. Catim in buffer 1s net speaified, Wk presumably K.
MO / pH 5 or pH 5. o |
Ls 19 Ancomprehensible. Do writers meant ¥ Activities of different
preparations are expressed in torms of somstant dry weights of
mycelium per unit volume per wnit time® ?
7 L5 %3 for three anda third.
- 'Le 11 4mplies/ requires
Pe 8 L. 1 Oenoentrations/ levels
‘31 Oenfusingl Insert: ‘“activity in myeslis grom om*
Pe 9 Lel alternate/ alternative
10 "dealing" dangles.
10 .9 Two idess in one sentence senfusel
12 -5 ££.  One paragraph only
12 14, and 13,7 calories/mole.
12 7 The expressien "ensyme-QNFG reastiem® s vague. I might, but
apparently dees not,refer to the initial reaction of adsorption

of substrate for which K, is given lates. Sinee no iniication of
extrapolation for Vmax 18 given, it is difficult to detormime whékher

the temperature effects gonocern  { I' or 'm » or bdoth, in view af
the non-linearity.



Pe 14 Lo 1 Same oommont. (See Cohn and Menod for offects of cations
on laetose/ONPG activity.

14 4 Ee oolit Eschorichia or Entamoeba 7

15 15 Vhy not dooament thist The inhibitions themselves, espeecinlly
' byxylooo,vonm boefmn. 7

bgcndo for figuress
S5« This figure 1s a plot of 1/1: against 1/8 , not a"Midieslis emotat’
© The abolssa 18 tncovrectly labelleds If the caloulstims for p.13
are oerrect, it Mld read 1/ 8 x 10". Hoot of the 8 omoentrations
mmluuhwmﬂnmduodmumux.nm
have been rather difﬂoult to maks en aoourato detormination of
the first-erder rate constants fer an initial eudstrate ooncentration
of 2.5 x 107 1 (the rightmost potnts).
rfx 1o & x 1074, uﬂﬁnmmmaxm"n, the
mm mp. 7 that tho nuﬁm i.a fivat order mdor these
oaﬂiﬁmﬂ is not quite 'oorroct. ¥hen half the substrate has boen
mui up, the rate vbuid have decreased only about 15X fyrom initial.
Cuments above on pes 12, 7, followed your conclushmn on this, dut
the enzyme is actually about 80% saturated.
Rammary?
Mupm orassa (should be underlined). Notet the specific namo
is never given in the text~ wvhy in the spmery?



