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	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 is important because it identifies new lactic acid bacterial strains from fruits and medicinal plant leaves with promising probiotic properties. It adds scientific evidence on non-dairy sources of probiotics, which is valuable for developing alternative functional foods. The study also provides data on acid tolerance, bile resistance, antibiotic susceptibility, and phytase activity, which are key safety and functional criteria for probiotic selection.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable, but it is slightly broad and repetitive. It can be made clearer and more specific to reflect the source and scope of the study.

Current title:
Probiotic characterization of lactic acid bacteria for potential probiotic properties
The phrase “probiotic characterization” and “potential probiotic properties” repeat the same idea.

Suggested alternative titles:
1. In Vitro Characterization of Lactic Acid Bacteria from Fruits and Medicinal Plants for Probiotic Potential
2. Isolation and Evaluation of Lactic Acid Bacteria from Fruits and Plant Leaves as Potential Probiotics

	

	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 is informative and covers the main objectives, methods, and findings. However, a few improvements can make it clearer and stronger.

Suggestions:
1. Briefly mention the source of isolates in the first sentence, such as fruits and medicinal plant leaves, for clarity.

2. Avoid repeating phrases like “potential probiotic properties.” It can be simplified.

3. The antibiotic resistance statement should be written carefully, since resistance in probiotics needs safety consideration. It may be better to mention “acceptable safety profile based on antibiotic susceptibility testing.”

4. The identification only by morphological and biochemical tests may appear limited. If no molecular identification was done, avoid strong claims and use the term “tentatively identified.”

5. The conclusion can be shortened and focused more on the significance rather than repeating results.

Overall, the abstract is good but can be made more concise, precise, and scientifically balanced.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in design and approach. The study follows accepted in vitro methods for screening probiotic properties such as acid tolerance, bile resistance, antibacterial activity, antibiotic susceptibility, and phytase activity. The experimental workflow is logical and consistent with standard probiotic selection criteria.

However, a few scientific limitations should be noted. Identification of isolates only by morphological and biochemical tests is not sufficient for accurate species-level confirmation. Molecular identification, such as 16S rRNA sequencing, would strengthen the taxonomic validity. In addition, reporting “intermediate resistance” to multiple antibiotics requires careful interpretation, as probiotic strains should be evaluated for transferable resistance genes. The calculation formula for percentage survival should also be clearly written and standardized.

Overall, the study is scientifically acceptable, but it would benefit from improved clarity in methodology, stronger identification methods, and cautious interpretation of antibiotic resistance results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cover many classic and important studies on lactic acid bacteria and probiotic characterization. They include foundational methods and some recent work.

However, most references are older (from 1998 to 2017). For a manuscript in current probiotic research, more recent studies should be included, especially from the last 5–7 years. Adding recent work will strengthen the scientific context and show engagement with current advances.

Suggestions for additional references:
You may cite recent research on probiotic screening and functional properties, such as:

· Recent reviews on probiotic criteria and evaluation methods.

· Studies using molecular identification of LAB (e.g., 16S rRNA-based characterization).

· Recent work on phytase activity in probiotic LAB.

· Updated safety assessments regarding antibiotic resistance in probiotic strains.

Including current articles will improve the relevance and completeness of the literature review.

Yes, the references are reasonable but not fully up to date. Adding some recent (past 5 years) studies would strengthen the manuscript.
	

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


	The language is understandable but needs improvement for scholarly communication. There are several grammatical errors, repetition of words, and some unclear sentences. A few technical terms are not used consistently, and some statements are awkwardly structured.

The manuscript would benefit from careful language editing by a professional editor or a fluent English speaker. Improving sentence clarity, correcting grammar, and tightening the discussion will make the paper more precise and suitable for publication in an international journal.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study addresses an important topic in probiotic research and explores non-dairy sources of lactic acid bacteria, which is scientifically relevant. The experimental design is logical and follows common in vitro screening criteria for probiotic selection.

However, molecular identification of the isolates would greatly strengthen the manuscript. The discussion section can be more analytical rather than descriptive, with deeper comparison to recent literature. The interpretation of antibiotic resistance should be handled more carefully from a safety perspective. Finally, the manuscript would benefit from thorough language editing to improve clarity and readability.

Overall, the work is promising but requires moderate revision to meet publication standards.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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