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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	Oil spills have been increasing in recent years, highlighting the need for an effective remediation approach. Although several methods exist, their efficiency remains a significant challenge. Therefore, there is a pressing need to develop a more efficient and reliable oil degradation technique. Bacteria have emerged as a promising solution due to their enhanced metabolic and enzymatic capabilities. In this context, this research represents a step forward in identifying a suitable and effective method for oil degradation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. A research paper is generally structured into essential sections, including the Abstract, Introduction, Materials and Methods, Results and Discussion, Conclusion, Credit Authorship, Declaration of No Competing Interest, and Acknowledgements. It is suggested that authors follow this format to ensure clarity and consistency in their manuscript. Additionally, proper numbering should be maintained throughout the paper. For example:

1.Introduction

2. Materials and Methods 

2.1 Sampling

2.2 (Additional subsections as needed)
3. Results and Discussion

4. Conclusion

So, it is suggested to the author to adhere to this structured format enhances readability and facilitates a logical flow of information.

2. The introduction should be further expanded to include a clear problem statement, an overview of existing methods and previous studies, an identification of gaps in these studies, and an explanation of why the chosen method offers advantages over others. Additionally, a brief summary of the paper's content should be provided to give readers a clear understanding of its scope and objectives.
3. Figure 1 is unclear therefore; it is suggested to enhance its clarity or increase its size for better readability.
4. The title of Section 2.3, Soil Analysis, does not align with the content presented. It should be changed to something like Isolation and Characterization of Oil-Degrading Bacteria or Microbial Analysis of Oil-Contaminated Soil as the section primarily describes the isolation, screening, and characterization of oil-degrading bacteria rather than analyzing the soil itself.
5. The methodology section does not adequately include the necessary methods to support the manuscript's title. It primarily describes media preparation, while crucial methodological details are missing. The section should include comprehensive procedures for bacterial isolation (such as enrichment, spreading, and streaking), morphological and molecular characterization (if performed), the biodegradation assay, and analytical characterization of compounds in the sample before and after bacterial treatment (if conducted). Additionally, the methods used to confirm the bacteria's treatment efficiency of the bacteria should be clearly stated, along with appropriate references.
6. The results section requires revision, as it should focus solely on presenting observations and explaining the possible reasons behind them. Currently, sections 3.1.1, 3.1.2, and 3.1.3 include methodological details related to bacterial isolation and characterization rather than reporting the observed results. These methodological aspects should be moved to the appropriate section, ensuring that the results section presents findings and their interpretations.
7. It would be advisable to remove Sections 3.1.4.1, 3.1.4.2, and 3.1.4.3, as their interpretations have already been clearly presented in Tables 3.1.5 and 3.1.6. This will help avoid redundancy and maintain clarity in the results section.
8. It is recommended that the recommendations not be presented as a separate section but instead be incorporated into the conclusion for a more cohesive presentation.
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