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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript provides critical insights into the public health implications of hydrocarbon contamination in groundwater, surface water, and soils, particularly in vulnerable, oil-impacted regions like Ogoniland. By integrating standardized analytical methods with established risk assessment models (e.g., US EPA frameworks), the study offers a robust evaluation of both cancer and non-cancer risks across different population groups, highlighting heightened susceptibility among children. The findings contribute valuable, location-specific data that address existing knowledge gaps and can inform environmental monitoring, regulatory enforcement, and targeted remediation strategies. Importantly, the work also strengthens the scientific basis for policy interventions aimed at achieving sustainable water safety and advancing global public health goals.
	

	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.


	Suggestions for Improvement

1. Improve clarity and structure
The opening sentence is slightly long and complex. Consider simplifying it to clearly state:

the problem (hydrocarbon contamination)
the objective (risk assessment)
Break long sentences into shorter, more readable ones.

2. Reduce excessive numerical detail
The abstract currently includes too many specific values (e.g., multiple concentrations, THQ values, probabilities).

Retain only key representative results (e.g., “values exceeded WHO limits” or “cancer risk exceeded acceptable thresholds”) instead of listing many numbers.

multi-pathway exposure assessment
combined BTEX, PAHs, and heavy metals analysis
3. Clarify risk interpretation
Simplify technical expressions like:

“1 in every 10,000 population” → can be summarized as “exceeding acceptable cancer risk benchmarks”
This improves readability for a broader scientific audience.

4. Strengthen the conclusion
The conclusion is strong but can be made more impactful by:

briefly linking findings to policy, remediation, or public health action
avoiding repetition of earlier numerical details

5. Minor deletions/edits
Remove redundant phrases such as repeated mentions of:

“exceeded benchmark limits”

detailed listing of all contaminants in multiple places

Avoid overloading with methodological detail (e.g., listing all EPA methods is not necessary in the abstract).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound and demonstrates a solid application of established environmental monitoring and human health risk assessment frameworks. The use of standard analytical techniques (e.g., GC–MS for hydrocarbons, AAS for metals) and recognized models such as the US EPA risk assessment approach strengthens the technical credibility of the study. The interpretation of results—particularly the identification of elevated hydrocarbon concentrations and associated cancer and non-cancer risks—is generally consistent with current scientific understanding


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are generally relevant and appropriate, particularly in terms of citing standard guidelines (e.g., US EPA, WHO, APHA) and foundational studies on hydrocarbon contamination and risk assessment. These sources support the methodological framework and provide credibility to the analytical and risk assessment approaches adopted in the study.
	

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


	The manuscript’s language is adequate for understanding but requires moderate to major editing to meet the standards of scholarly communication. With careful revision, it can be significantly improved and made suitable for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important environmental and public health issue by evaluating hydrocarbon contamination and associated health risks in oil-impacted communities. The study is relevant, especially given the global concern over water safety and environmental justice in regions affected by petroleum activities. The integration of chemical analysis with human health risk assessment is a strong aspect of the work and adds practical value for policymakers and public health stakeholders. 

However, the manuscript would benefit from improvements in language clarity, structure, and conciseness, particularly in the abstract and discussion sections. The presentation of results can be streamlined to avoid repetition and enhance readability. Additionally, incorporating more recent literature and region-specific studies would strengthen the scientific context and discussion.

The authors are also encouraged to clearly acknowledge study limitations, such as sample size and spatial coverage, and to better justify key assumptions used in the risk assessment model. Addressing these points will improve the overall scientific rigor and impact of the manuscript.

Overall, the study has strong potential for publication after moderate revisions focusing on clarity, updated references, and refinement of data interpretation.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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