Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Geography, Environment and Earth Science International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JGEESI_133173

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Qualitative Interpretation of Seismic Attributes for Reservoir Characterization of A-Field, Central Depobelt Sedimentary Basin of Niger Delta Area.

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

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

	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.


	1. This manuscript is important since its provide the subsurface analysis that still famous till nowdays.

2. The application of many seismic attributes in this manuscript could provide more analysis of seismic section and give a new insight of the oil and gas field
3. The use of cross plot analysis in this manuscript could be meaningful for the next exploration and it can be the references also for other oild&gas field

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No need to use “Area” since Niger Delta described the area
	

	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.


	not a very good abstract in scientific research because there are many words that are meaningless and the structure is not that good. 
Here is my ssuggestions: 

1. Abstract line 1; “A qualitative seismic attributes analysis was carried out for the evaluation of subsurface geological features and hydrocarbon potential of an oil field in Niger Delta Basin” This section you need to describe more spesific from your study and give the brief objective of this paper.
2.  Abstract line 3: “opportunity” This word is not suit on this context, maybe you can put result or other word that suit for it.

3. Abstract line 5: “Seismic attributes such as...” The use of “such as” here is not that meaningful for abstract, maybe “were used” or other word could be used in this term since you give some attributes that you use for your study
4. Abstarct line 9; You should give one sentences that describe this “time and depth map” and explain it created from what data and the result is for what purpose?

5. Abstarct line 12 :You should distinguish this kind of attributes and explain it more detail since here so many attributes.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, since it describe the application of seismic attributes that common use for subsuface analysis, also the writer shown true step to obtain the results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficient enough but it will be better if the authors give some recent references (at least five year before)
	

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


	The english is good enough but need to improve more, I highlight some of the sentences in optopnal comments for references.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Introdution line 1-2: The use of “inception” here is not suit, you better use the beginning or establish “inside the ground”? you mean subsurface? The use of “bring them” is nonsense since we are talking about the seismic method or other method for subsuface work.
2. Intro line 4; The use of “decline” here is unmacthed, better use the reduction or degradation.

3. Introduction line 8;Delete this “only”
4. Intro line 9; What kind of information you mean?

5. seismic attribute analysis line 5; Where is it reservoir A-5, you haven’t mention it before. And where is your detail area or interval of your study from figure 3? You should highlight it

6. Discussion line 1; the value of moderate to high of sweetnes attribute indicating of what? You should explain it

7. Discussion line 2; you should highlight the impedance contrast in the picture, it must be done for all the attributes

8. Discussion line 4; you should highlight also the structural features that shown in the picture

9. Discussion line 8; “the anticlinal structure and roll over structure assisted by faults” Where is it? You should highlight it as well to prove the occuring of it

10. Discussion line 14; you should highlight also which one is hydrocarbon, brine and shale zone in the image of Vp/Vs ratio againts AI

11. Discussion line 17; “ Conversely, .... of sand” Change this sentence to make it flow more with the context of the discussion and improve the structure of the text
12. Discussion line 18; The writing of symbol is not consistent, you should write the symbol also for others, like : Mu rho, etc.

13. Discussion line 29; “Mui-rho values are high for sand and low for shale. Conversely, the density of shale is higher than that of sand. “ You repeat this sentences that you mentioned before, you should pay attention on it, it can make reader confuse of your contains, better you mention one of your analysis then describe and explain it directly.

14. Discussion line 31;” Thus, the blue ellipse in figure 13c indicates hydrocarbon bearing sand, the yellow ellipse shows the brine saturated region, while the black section describes the shale region” You should explain the significant value of it for reservoir characterization

15. Conclusion: In this conclusion you should describe your conclusion from your study, not only describe the common things of seismic attributes
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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