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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 presents a solid biomarker geochemical study of shale samples from the Utapate Oilfield, Niger Delta Basin. However, the paper is overly descriptive and occasionally repetitive, with insufficient distinction between shale extracts and oils and limited quantitative rigor in some interpretations. Improved clarity of figures, tables, and discussion are required. With major revisions, the study has good potential for publication.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The original title is scientifically relevant but grammatically inconvenient and somewhat descriptive. Suggestion  it with “Biomarker distribution and implications for organic matter input and depositional environment of shales from the Utapate Oilfield, Niger Delta Basin, Nigeria” improves clarity, grammatical correctness, and academic tone.
	

	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 states that the “extracts are dominated by saturated hydrocarbons (~61–62%), indicating good oil quality.” Please clarify whether this description refers to source rock extracts (bitumen) or produced/reservoir oils. While these are genetically related, the term “oil quality” is conventionally reserved for expelled or produced hydrocarbons. In the context of shale extracts, high saturate content more appropriately reflects thermal maturity and kerogen type rather than oil quality.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound. The biomarker analyses, thermal maturity indicators, and interpretations of organic matter type and depositional environment are appropriate and follow standard geochemical methods. However, some aspects—such as sample representation, depth context, data consistency, and reconciliation of redox indicators—require clarification or additional detail to fully support the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several references in the manuscript are incomplete or missing critical details (e.g., author names, year, journal/book title, page numbers). For example, Reference [6] ends abruptly at “W.” Please ensure all citations are complete and formatted consistently according to the journal’s style to allow readers to locate the sources.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, but language improvements are needed for clarity, precise terminology, consistent grammar, and professional style to meet scholarly standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The study relies on only two samples (SEM-4 and UDY-5), which is inadequate for a field-scale investigation. The authors should clarify whether these samples are composite or single-depth cuttings and discuss the limitations of representativeness.

2. Depth and stratigraphic information are missing. A table listing well names, sample depths, stratigraphic units, and lithology is essential to properly constrain maturity interpretations.

3. There is substantial overlap between the Results and Discussion sections. The Results should present only measured values and ratios, while all environmental and genetic interpretations should be moved to the Discussion.

4. Inconsistencies exist between text and tables, particularly where absolute biomarker concentrations are mentioned in the text but not reported in tables. All reported values should be presented consistently.

5. The very high Oleanane/Hopane ratios (>1.0) require further justification and comparison with regional Niger Delta studies.

6. Figures require improvement, including higher resolution, correction of duplicated captions, and clear labeling of key biomarker peaks on chromatograms.

7. The term “oil shale” should be replaced with “organic-rich shale” unless the samples meet the strict technical definition.

8. Redox interpretations based on sulfur- and hydrocarbon-based proxies appear inconsistent and should be reconciled or explained.

9. Defining all abbreviations, ensuring consistent chemical notation, and completing incomplete references.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No


	


Reviewer details:

Sai Naing Lin Aung, Magwe University, Myanmar

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)



