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	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
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	Reviewer Comments

Manuscript Title: Comparative Analysis of the Bulk Properties of Crude Oil Samples from Four Producing Fields in Niger Delta

General Assessment:

The manuscript presents relevant data on the physicochemical properties of crude oil from the Niger Delta. While the topic is valuable and aligns with the journal's scope, the current version requires major revisions before it can be considered for publication.

Major Comments:

· Data Gaps and Consistency:

- Key parameters (Reid Vapour Pressure, Sulphur content, Cloud Point) are mentioned in the methodology but not reported in the results. Please clarify or provide data.
- Sample-to-location mapping is missing. Indicate which samples belong to each oil field.

· Lack of Statistical Analysis:

- No statistical comparisons were made across the four fields.
- Consider adding basic statistical tools (e.g., mean, standard deviation, correlation matrix, or ANOVA) to enhance the comparative aspect of the study.

· Discussion Limitations:

- The discussion is mostly descriptive and lacks interpretation of why properties differ among samples.
- No reference to geological or reservoir factors influencing the variations.

· Industrial Relevance:

- The conclusion would benefit from more specific recommendations for crude handling, refining, or transport based on observed differences (e.g., high gum content, high pour point).

· Language and Formatting:

- The manuscript contains several grammatical and typographical errors (e.g., "COMPERATIVE" should be "COMPARATIVE").
- Tables need better formatting and clearer labels.
- A professional English language edit is recommended.

Recommendation:

Major Revisions Required. The study has potential but needs clearer data presentation, analytical depth, and stron
	

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