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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 manuscript contributes to the scientific community by documenting the microbial diversity and functional potential of indigenous yeasts found in tropical fruit ecosystems. The study identifies strains with notable physiological resilience, particularly high salt tolerance up to 16% NaCl, and the ability to survive in 1% acetic acid. This is based on the characterization of isolates from sources like grapes, orange, pineapple, lychee, and sugarcane juice. The combination of these metabolic traits and the oxidative metabolism seen in the different strains suggests that these wild strains could be valuable for industrial biotechnology and the creation of functional fermented foods. While the study provides baseline data on the metabolic diversity of fruit-associated yeasts, there are significant technical inconsistencies and methodological gaps that must be addressed prior to publication.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It neglects to highlight the most compelling findings, specifically the stress resilience, elevated salinity and acidity, and the metabolic heterogeneity exhibited by the isolates. To enhance the title's discoverability within the scientific community, this alternative title is proposed: "Metabolic Diversity and Stress Tolerance of Yeast Strains Isolated from Tropical Fruits in Bangalore." The suggestion highlights the specific geography and the stress-test results.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract, while offering a preliminary understanding of the research, is deficient in its completeness due to internal inconsistencies and the absence of specific quantitative data, which would enable a reader to evaluate the significance of the study's conclusions. There is a major contradiction regarding sugar fermentation. The abstract's assertion that "sugar fermentation tests showed no fermentation" contradicts the later claims of "significant physiological and metabolic diversity" and the potential for "fermentation processes." This inconsistency is directly opposed by the data presented in Table 3, which indicates positive fermentation results for isolates YS2, YS3, and YS4.

To improve the technical depth and accuracy of the abstract, I suggest the following:
1. Mention the specific range of yeast counts found, such as the highest count of 2.56 log10 CFU/mL in sugarcane juice.

2. Instead of saying "most isolates," specify that most strains tolerated up to 16% NaCl and 1% acetic acid, which are high-value industrial traits.

3. Clarify that while some isolates (YS1, and YS5) were non-fermentative, others (YS2, YS3, and YS4) showed activity for specific sugars like maltose and fructose.

4. Briefly state that identification was based on morphological and biochemical traits, as molecular confirmation (the gold standard) is currently absent from the study.

5. Phrases like "A total of five yeast isolates (YS1-YS5) were successfully obtained" can be shortened to "Five isolates (YS1-YS5) were obtained...".

6. Mentioning that no growth was observed from buns or mangosteen is less critical for an abstract unless it highlights a specific ecological limit, these could be removed to save space for more detailed positive results.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While the experimental procedures follow standard microbiological protocols, there are significant internal contradictions, data discrepancies, and outdated taxonomic approaches that undermine the scientific validity of the paper. The most critical scientific error is the direct contradiction between the Abstract and the Results section. The Abstract states that "Sugar fermentation tests showed no fermentation". However, Table 3 and the Results text state that isolates YS 2, YS 3, and YS 4 exhibited varying levels of fermentation for sugars like maltose, fructose, and melibiose. The manuscript varies on how many yeasts were actually studied. The Abstract and Results focus on five isolates (YS 1–YS 5), but the Materials and Methods and Table 2 state a total of eight isolates were obtained.

Several procedures lack scientific consistency or adequate justification. Isolation was performed at 30°C. However, nearly all biochemical characterization tests (lysine, ethylamine, tryptophan utilization, NaCl tolerance, and Urease tests) were conducted at 37°C. This is biologically inconsistent, as fruit-associated yeasts are typically environmental mesophiles that may show altered metabolic behavior or stress at 37°C. The author claims to perform "species level identification" using biochemical tests. In modern microbiology, biochemical tests alone are insufficient for definitive species-level identification of yeasts, molecular sequencing like ITS or 16S rRNA are the scientific standard.

The Discussion contains a confusing statement: "Urease activity was negative for all isolates... being the only exception". The sentence is incomplete and fails to identify which isolate, if any, was actually positive, whereas Table 5 lists all as negative. In Table 3, a positive fermentation result is defined as "Reddish to orange”, but the Methods section states that positive fermentation is "yellow". Scientifically, a pH-driven fermentation test using phenol red, as implied, should turn yellow when acid is produced, "reddish" would indicate an alkaline or negative result. The manuscript mentions a "Critical Difference (CD) at P=0.05" of 0.11 for yeast counts. While this provides some statistical context, the reporting of "a, b, or c" superscripts in Table 1 is incomplete, for instance, YS 1, YS 4, and YS 5 are all labeled "a," but the text claims YS 1 and YS 4 show "significant differences".

The author must resolve the contradictions between the text and tables, provide a scientific rationale for using 37 °C for environmental isolates, and ideally include molecular data to support their identification claims.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list in the manuscript is partially sufficient but outdated by modern microbiological standards. While it provides foundational context, it fails to incorporate the essential transition toward molecular identification and lacks the most recent advancements in the specific study area.

The present manuscript incorporates several recent citations, spanning from 2022 to 2024, including Al Halim et al. (2024), Wang et al. (2024), and Chandimala et al. (2022). Conversely, certain fundamental methodologies are supported by considerably older or more rudimentary references. The employment of the 1998 Bacteriological Analytical Manual for oxidation-fermentation tests, for instance, is deemed technically outdated, particularly considering the availability of contemporary automated or molecular alternatives. Furthermore, some citations appear to be inaccurately dated or formatted, "Rodrussamee (2025)" is a case in point, as it likely represents a future-dated or improperly cited source within the current context.

A significant deficiency is the absence of references pertaining to molecular identification techniques, such as ITS or 26S rRNA sequencing. Contemporary investigations into yeast characterization frequently reference the seminal work of Kurtzman, Fell, and Boekhout (The Yeasts, a Taxonomic Study) as a benchmark. The assertion of "species-level identification" presented by the author is unsubstantiated without citations of these foundational texts or recent molecular comparative studies. Although the manuscript includes references to research on cereal doughs and fermented foods, it does not adequately incorporate recent, high-impact studies concerning the native microbiota of particular tropical fruits, such as lychee or pineapple. Such references would serve to substantiate of isolating strains from these specific sources. Furthermore, the manuscript does not provide citations for the specific "Hi CarboTM Kit" employed in the sugar fermentation assays. Standard academic practice necessitates the citation of either the manufacturer's manual or a peer-reviewed study that has validated the kit's efficacy for wild yeast isolates.

To enhance the work, I propose the following revisions: First, incorporate references to ITS region sequencing, which is now the standard for yeast identification, to address the shortcomings of the biochemical methods employed in the study. Second, update the taxonomic keys, perhaps using Kurtzman et al., 2011, rather than relying on older manuals or isolated studies. Third, verify the citation for "Rodrussamee (2025)" to rule out a typographical error or an "in press" article lacking a publication date. Finally, include references to the application of non-Saccharomyces yeasts in biotechnology from 2020 to 2025 to strengthen the "future research" and "industrial applications" sections of the conclusion.

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript's English language and overall quality are generally understandable, but they don't meet the standards of high-impact academic writing. The text contains several grammatical errors, informal language, and structural problems. While the language is sufficient to convey the basic research, it requires professional English editing or a thorough revision to achieve the desired "precision, clarity, and economy."

	

	Optional/General comments


	This study offers a valuable initial examination of the metabolic diversity exhibited by yeasts found on tropical fruits in Bangalore. The discovery of strains demonstrating considerable salt and acid tolerance is especially promising for potential industrial uses. Nevertheless, the manuscript, as it stands, necessitates substantial revisions, owing to notable internal inconsistencies, methodological shortcomings, and the absence of contemporary molecular validation techniques.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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