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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

Author(s) should choose appropriate key words. Most 

Key words written are not relevant. Percentage 

reduction is not clearly stated either in the abstract or 

main write-up. Data obtained is inadequate & seems to 

be obtained before oil spill. Determination of degrading 

potentials of selected bacteria is not clearly stated. 

Procedure for determination of degrading potentials is 

not stated, rather references are made to other works. 

Besides, stated percentage decrease/ reduction (0.14 – 

6.31) is so small to be significant for any scientific 

conclusion. 

Key words reduced to four. 

Percentage reductions included in 
abstract and Table 5. 
 
Statistical analyses included in Table 
7b indicate statistically significant 
differences in crude-oil degradation by 
parents and mutants of isolates. 
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Figs. (2a – f) should be reworked and made clearer. 

Author(s) need to describe legends used in Table 2. 

 

Replaced with Table 7a. 
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