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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 study investigated the geochemical characteristics and ecological risk of stream sediments in Orashi region, Niger Delta, Nigeria. Sediment physicochemical properties were analysed using standard methods, while heavy metals (including Iron and Copper) were quantified after acid digestion using Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometry (AAS). Contamination factor and geo-accumulation results classified cadmium as moderately to strongly contaminated, while lead and zinc showed moderate contamination. Results of the study indicate progressive sediment enrichment driven by anthropogenic inputs, with cadmium posing the greatest ecological concern.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. I suggest the use of "Heavy Metals Geochemistry and Ecological Risks Assessment of Stream Sediments in Orashi region, Niger Delta, Nigeria."

	

	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.


	I suggest the author(s) should do the following:
1) Unbold the words in bold.
2) Write the heavy metals in full on first-time use for example, Iron instead of Fe.
3) Ensure that the number of words in the abstract conforms to the standard of the journal.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are insufficient. I suggest the author(s) should do the following:

1) Include some recent references in the write-up. 

2) Ensure that all the references in the text are on the list of references and all the references on the list of references are in the text.
3) Write the references to conform to the standard of the journal for example, using initial capital letters for titles of books and publications.
	

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


	Minor corrections should be done as indicated in the general comments.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I suggest the author(s) should do the following:
Under 2.1 Study Area 
1) Use 2.0 "Location and Geology of the Study Area" instead of 2.1 "Study Area" and expunge sub-heading "2.2 Sampling Design and Site Selection."
2) Include a map of the  study area.
3) Expunge "2.0 Materials and Methods" immediately after "1.0 Introduction".
Under 2.3 Sediment Sampling and Preparation 
4) "2.3 Sediment Sampling and Preparation" should be the beginning of "3.0 Materials and Methods."
5) Unbold all the words in bold in the write-up apart from the sub-headings.
6) Re-phrase "per site."

Under sub-heading 2.5
7) Write the name of the mixed acid in full and clearly state the "certified multi-elements standard.'
Under sub-headings 2.6, 2.7 and 2.8
8) Clearly state the "certified reference materials."
,9) Number all equations and define all terms after stating the equations.
10) Type equations with equation editor.
Under 2.9
11) Clearly state the "standard statistical software" used for the statistical analysis.
12) Make sub-headings 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5 one sub-heading also, 2.7, 2.8 and 2.9 one sub-heading.
13) Use "4.0 Results and Discussion" instead of "3.0 Results" then expunge sub-heading "4.0 Discussion" and include the under it in "4.0 Results and Discussion."
Under 5.0 Conclusion 
14) Re-phrase the first sentence of the conclusion by replacing the word "provides" with s more suitable word.
15) Make the conclusion more robust and ensure that it reflects in the abstract.
16) Make the conclusion one paragraph.
Note
17) Discussion should be done based on the results of the present study not on the results of previous works.
18) The presentation of the write-up should follow the sequence below:
1.0 Introduction 
2.0 Location and Geology of the Study Area 
3.0 Materials and Methods 
4.0 Results and Discussion 
5.0 Conclusion 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Yes.
1) The use of the word "provides" in the first sentence of conclusion.
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