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	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.


	This manuscript addresses the important environmental and public health issue of heavy metal contamination in urban dumpsites, with specific emphasis on the bioremediation potential of indigenous bacteria. The isolation and evaluation of metal-tolerant bacterial genera such as Bacillus and Pseudomonas from Keffi Metropolis contribute valuable region-specific data that are currently underrepresented in the literature.
	

	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 abstract is generally comprehensive and well structured, covering the background, methodology, key findings, and conclusions of the study. However, minor improvements are suggested:

· The abstract would benefit from briefly stating the analytical technique used for metal reduction assessment (Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometry).

· Percentages and concentration units should be made fully consistent (e.g., mg/L vs mg/mL).

· The concluding sentence could be slightly condensed to improve clarity and impact.

These are minor editorial improvements and do not affect the scientific content.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and follows established microbiological and environmental biotechnology methodologies. Standard techniques were appropriately used for sample collection, bacterial isolation, biochemical identification, metal tolerance testing, and metal reduction analysis. The results are clearly presented and logically interpreted in relation to existing literature.
However, minor clarifications are recommended:

· Justification for selected metal concentrations should be briefly strengthened.

· The term “therapy” used during bioremediation experiments should be replaced with “incubation” or “treatment period” for scientific accuracy.

Overall, the study is methodologically correct and scientifically valid.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are largely sufficient and relevant, covering both classical and recent studies on heavy metal toxicity, microbial resistance, and bioremediation. Several citations from the last 5–7 years strengthen the manuscript’s relevance.
Minor suggestions:

· One or two recent (2022–2024) review articles on microbial heavy-metal remediation could be added to further strengthen the introduction.

· Formatting of a few references should be standardized for consistency.


	

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


	The language is generally understandable and suitable for academic writing. However, moderate language editing is required to improve grammar, tense consistency, capitalization, and sentence flow. Some sections contain repetitive phrasing and minor typographical errors. Professional language editing is recommended to enhance readability but no major rewriting is needed.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Tables are informative but should be carefully checked for unit consistency and numerical alignment.

· The Results and Discussion sections are well linked; however, clearer sub-headings or stronger comparative discussion with previous studies would improve clarity.

· The conclusion effectively summarizes the findings but could briefly mention practical application or scale-up potential.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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