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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	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.
	The study demonstrates the potential of utilizing local resources (autochthonic microorganisms) for the remediation and mitigation of PAHs. However, the authors should compare PAH contamination levels with international studies (including Africa) in the Discussion section.  The authors should exercise caution, as the study area is located in a coastal and riverine environment; the samples should be clearly specified as either soil or sediment, as their physicochemical properties differ.
	
























PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	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
	Rating Scale: 4
Please refer to the comments in Part 2.2.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3
Please refer to the comments in Part 2.2.
	

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

	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
	Rating Scale: 4
Kindly present the major factors regulating and influencing xenobiotic degradation.

	

	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
	Rating Scale: 2
Please clarify in the objectives and abstract whether the experiment was performed in vitro or involved soil collected from the field (in situ).
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 4

	

	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
	Rating Scale: 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
	Rating Scale: 4
This study did not involve the use of human or animal subjects in the experiments.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating Scale: 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
	Rating Scale: 2
Please define all abbreviations in Fig.2 and Fig. 4 is of low resolution and should be improved for clarity.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 2
The discussion does not clearly explain the case of U3 site, which remained below detection limits both before and after incubation.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 4

	

	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
	Rating Scale: 3
Kindly provide the research gap in the Conclusion section.


	

	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
	Rating Scale: 2
Please refer to the comments in Part 2.2.
	

	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
	Rating Scale: 4

	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The city and country should be included in the title, as the study location provides meteorological context that directly influences microbial degradation processes.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The keywords are missing; the authors should include critical terms such as indigenous microorganisms or autochthonic microorganisms, biodegradation, PAHs, TAH, TPH, or relevant microbial species names.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Some essential scientific data are missing, including soil characteristics, PAH pathways and metabolites in soil and the environment, as well as key factors controlling degradation, such as the partition coefficient (Koc), total organic carbon (TOC), and log Kow.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	1. Some citations are missing from the reference section, and some listed references are not cited in the text; these should be carefully corrected as indicated by the green-highlighted.
2. Please verify the publication years for Verardo (2020 or 2025), Adams (2015 or 2020), DPR (2002 or 2018), Organa (2024 or 2025), and Kariyawasam (2021 or 2022), and clarify the duplication in Patel (2020/2020b); years must be consistent between the reference list and in-text citations.
	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

See Attachment
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	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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