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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	The manuscript addresses an important environmental issue regarding heavy metal contamination in groundwater near oil depots. The study presents relevant data and could contribute to the field. However, the manuscript currently has significant shortcomings that need to be addressed before it can be considered for publication.
	

	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.


	The heavy metal concentration ranges reported in the abstract, specifically Cd (0.04–0.31 mg L⁻¹) and Cr (0.09–0.67 mg L⁻¹), do not match the values presented in Table 4. In Table 4, the maximum Cd concentration is 0.18 ± 0.01 mg L⁻¹, and the maximum Cr concentration is only 0.03 ± 0.001 mg L⁻¹. Please verify and reconcile these discrepancies to ensure consistency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The rationale behind selecting only five heavy metals for analysis is unclear. Considering the association with petroleum contamination, additional metals such as mercury (Hg) or arsenic (As) may be relevant and warrant discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several citations are outdated, with limited reference to recent studies from the past five years.
	

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


	The manuscript contains several grammatical errors and inconsistent use of terms, especially the interchangeable use of "groundwater" and "well water." Consistency in terminology is essential for clarity. A thorough professional language editing is recommended to improve overall readability and precision.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1． Introduction: The literature review lacks focus and is cluttered with broad global statistics, such as general water resource distributions, which are not directly relevant to the study. The manuscript does not clearly articulate the knowledge gap that this study aims to fill.

2． Materials and Methods: Key details about the sampling strategy are missing, including sampling depth, well type, and well construction dates. These factors critically affect data comparability and representativeness. Please provide comprehensive information on these aspects.

3． Results and Discussion of Findings: It would strengthen the manuscript to include a discussion of whether similar heavy metal pollution has been observed in other oil depot regions in Nigeria, and how this study compares to those findings.

Figure 2 presents seven different wells each with distinct colors, but the color scheme is inconsistent and potentially confusing. Consider using a consistent color scheme where each well is represented by a single color across all subplots for clarity.

The discussion on the causes behind heavy metal exceedances lacks depth. For example, the reasons why Cd concentrations exceed those of Cr and Ni are not explored.

The stated risk classification criteria contain errors. For instance, the manuscript defines “high risk as HQ ≤ 10 and medium risk as HQ ≤ 10,” which is contradictory. Please review and correct these definitions according to established standards. It is unclear whether the hazard index (HI) and target cancer risk (TCR) values calculated here are benchmarked against similar studies in comparable settings. Providing such comparisons would enhance the relevance of the risk assessment.
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