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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.


	Wax deposition modeling is still important for flow assurance. To really contribute, we'd need to either test the Matzain model in the Niger Delta or develop field-calibrated correlations, which isn't covered here.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	A more accurate title would be: "Numerical Estimation of Wax Deposition Rates in a Niger Delta Pipeline: Implications for Pigging Frequency" changing the misleading emphasis on actual pig dynamics simulation.
	

	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 has some problems. It says the wax content is 1.2%, but Table 2 (the source that was cited) shows 3.73% according to ASTM D5452. This difference is never resolved. Also, saying "75 kg wax accumulates monthly" without explaining the assumptions behind the model or the uncertainty bounds makes the conclusion scientific nonsense. The abstract has to clearly say that this is a simulation-based estimate that hasn't been checked out in the field. It should also mention that the 0.06 psi pressure drop over 19.4 km (at the stated conditions) seems physically impossible, which might mean there are unit errors in the boundary conditions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are a few things that could make the technical side of things less solid:

· The reported inlet pressure (80 psi) for a 10-inch, 19.4 km pipeline is unrealistically low. It's probably a decimal error (it should be ~800 psi). This means the whole pressure/temperature profile analysis is invalid.

· The claimed 400 bbl/day flow rate is really low for this pipeline size (typical capacity >20,000 bbl/day), which makes us wonder if it's even operational.

· There's no uncertainty quantification or sensitivity analysis for the "optimal" 30-day pigging interval a dangerous oversimplification for field operations.

· Most importantly, the zero field data shows that the simulated 75 kg/month deposition rate is correct. Without even a single pig receipt weight comparison, this is all just speculation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some of the papers on wax deposition are missing, like the ones by Singh et al. (AIChE J. 1999) and Venkatesan et al. (Energy Fuels 2005). We need to be careful not to rely too much on low-impact journals, because that can weaken the scholarly foundation. Recent advances in wax inhibition nanotechnology (Zhang et al., 2022—correctly cited but misdated as 2022 in references while appearing as 2022 in text) deserve discussion given the paper's operational focus.


	

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


	English is usually easy to understand, but there are a lot of mistakes. For example, there's inconsistent spacing around punctuation ("reducing"), random capital letters ("Cloud Point" vs. "wax appearance temperature"), and informal language ("take the guesswork out"). The phrase "cost effective" (without the hyphen) is used in technical contexts where precision is key. These issues suggest that the copyediting for this scholarly journal could be improved. It's unacceptable to publish it without a native-speaking technical editor doing thorough language polishing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Without field validation, correction of apparent unit errors, and transparent discussion of model limitations, it risks misleading operators who might treat simulated deposition rates as operational truth, a potentially costly mistake in flow assurance practice.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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