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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	[bookmark: Author’s_Feedback_(Please_correct_the_ma]Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 paper provides a detailed analysis of a rocky outcrop and describes its structure and geometry, seeking to link it to different sedimentary environments linked to river systems. The data presented are detailed and consistent, and clearly described. The discussions are also coherent, and the figures are of good quality. Some adjustments are suggested in some information from the bibliographic review that seems excessive, and others that could be included.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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.
	Yes. I would suggest, however, just one minor adjustment – the way the abstract is written seems to suggest that the paper investigated a current, active river system and sought to use that information to better understand the rock record of past analogues. I suggest revising it to avoid giving the reader that impression.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article is correct. I only suggest better defining the concept of some terms, as detailed in “general comments” below.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate. I only suggest considering the possibility of including in the discussions works that investigate the characterization of current meandering river systems, to show the coherence of the rock record with today's environments. One material that can help in this direction is “Landscape evolution and unusual geomorphological-pedological-chronological relations in an alluvial plain associated with early Amerindian settlement in southeastern Brazil” - https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1040618221003657 .
	



	[bookmark: Is_the_language/English_quality_of_the_a]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The writing is clear and adequate.
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	In addition to the names of the formations and their ages, the geological map could also mention the lithological type associated with them – for a reader unfamiliar with the regional context, such information allows for the quicker identification of the essential local characteristics. The detailed description of the characteristics of each geological unit on pages 6 and 7 seemed unnecessary to me – I believe that the figures already provide the information necessary for the purpose of the article. The description of the types on page 12 also seemed to me to be largely repeated from Table 1. I believe that the little information not present in the table could be added, perhaps with an additional column called “Other observations”. The author could present a definition of the concept that he attributes to the facies and architectural element, presenting the authors whose definitions he most identifies with.
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