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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.


	The research “comparative evaluation of the physico-chemical properties of fresh and spent drilling muds from a selected oilfield environment” is important to the scientific community because the area of the study Niger Delta experiences high rate of oil drilling and exploration. The practice is associated with use of highly explosive and machines that results in production of drilling fluids which consists of varieties of liquids of various chemicals such as water, petroleum oils, and other organic liquids, synthetic brine fluids and dissolved inorganic and organic additives. Others, but not only limited to, are suspended, finely divided solids of various types of clay, weighting materials as pointed out by the Author/s.  The extracted fluid and once used, become spent and often contain a complex mix of hydrocarbons and other potentially harmful additives. The knowledge of the hazardous materials that accompanies drilling in the oilfield environment is significant for the health safety and sustainability of the environment.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The beautiful ad meaning work scope covered not only physic-chemical analysis but heavy metals as well. The Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometer (AAS). The AAS in most cases is better employed for analysis of heavy metals. The tittle of the study should therefore include “heavy metal”. Thus, COMPARATIVE EVALUATION OF THE PHYSICO-CHEMICAL PROPERTIES and HEAVY METALS OF FRESH AND SPENT DRILLING MUDS FROM A SELECTED OILFIELD ENVIRONMENT
	

	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 okay, for the Author/s has/have captured a whole lot of the work. It vividly reported the results of the findings in a very well-articulated pattern. The inference beautifully drawn but I would suggest the methods employed should be further clarified by stating specific methods used.  

*You even began you abstract with “This work evaluated the concentrations of heavy metals ….
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript scientifically correct. The Author/s had given a comprehensive background oil exploration and drilling in the Niger delta region, thus application to any oil field in the world is quite clear and knowledge driven. The aim “to comparatively evaluate the physico-chemical properties of both water-base and oil-base fresh and spent drilling muds from a selected oilfield environment in the Niger Delta of Nigeria. Which was followed by the objectives was clearly and scientifically expressed. The sample collections procedures, materials used and the analysis of the samples (mud fluids) using the Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometer (AAS) method which is a standard methods are scientific 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate but can still do better on the use of recent reference. 13% of references from 2014 below is significant. 

Please check the references: Neff. J. M., Hillman, R. E, Waugh J. J (1988b) and TPHCWG (1998b). Cannot find their ‘a’ in the citations and references.  
	

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


	Very suitable 
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