
	JournalName:
	AsianJournalofGeologicalResearch

	ManuscriptNumber:
	Ms_AJOGER_146205

	TitleoftheManuscript:
	IntegratedGeologicalAirborneAeromagneticandRemoteSensingDatasetsinLitho-structuralMappingofBasementRocksinOtan-AyegbajuandEnvirons, Southwestern Nigeria

	TypeoftheArticle
	OriginalResearchArticle



	PART1:Comments

	
	Reviewer’scomment
ArtificialIntelligence(AI)generatedorassistedreviewcommentsarestrictlyprohibitedduringpeerreview.
	Author’sFeedback(Itismandatorythatauthorsshouldwritehis/her feedback here)

	Pleasewriteafewsentencesregardingtheimportance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript dealswith a case study on the integration ofaeromagnetic and remote sensing data for geological mapping in a region of Nigeria. The goals are related to mineral exploration in the region of known economic importance.Themethodologyprovidesabasisforfurtherin-depthresearch.Thismakesarelevantcontributionto the applied geoscience community, particularly for countries with similar geological settings and exploration targets.
	

	Isthetitleofthearticlesuitable?
(Ifnotpleasesuggestanalternativetitle)
	No;thetitlecontainsredundancy("GeologicalAirborneAeromagnetic".
Suggested alternative title: "Integration of Aeromagnetic and Remote Sensing Data for Lithostructural Mapping of Basement Rocks in the Otan-Ayegbaju Area, Southwestern Nigeria"
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggesttheaddition(ordeletion)ofsomepointsinthis section? Please write your suggestions here.
	Theabstractprovidesagoodoverview,butfurtherimprovementsareneeded.Irecommend:
1. Correcttypographicalerrors:"mineralizezones""mineralizedzones";"extends""extent"
2. Standardize structural trend notation: "NS-EW" is confusing; "NEE-SWW" is non-standard notation ENE- WSW
3. Clarify magnetic intensity values: The reported range (46.6nT to 119.5nT) appears anomalously low for total magnetic intensity! Specify whether these are residualvalues otherwise there could be an error in data processing or the data is unrealistic.
	

	Isthemanuscriptscientifically,correct?Pleasewrite here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound but has several critical issues that require major clarification and correction:
1. Values of magnetic data intensity: The reported total magnetic intensity range (46.6nT to 119.5nT) is anomalously low. Typical TMI values in equatorial regions are 30,000-35,000 nT. The authors must clarify whethertheseareresidualmagneticintensityvalues(afterregionalremoval),reduced-to-polevalues,orifthereis an error in the data processing.
2. Mineralization interpretation: The link between geophysical anomalies and epithermal gold mineralization lacks sufficient geological justification. The authors need to provide: (a) geochemical data or mineralogical evidence, (b) comparison with known epithermal deposits in similar geological settings, and (c) uncertainty analysis for the Euler deconvolution depth estimates.
3. Quantitative lineament analysis: There is a lack of quantitative lineament statistics such as total number, length distribution, and intersection analysis.
	

	Arethereferencessufficientandrecent?Ifyouhave
suggestionsofadditionalreferences,pleasemention them in the review form.
	I recommend adding recent references on: Euler deconvolution uncertainty analysis, integration of geophysicaland remote sensing data, structural role on mineralization in schist belts
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	Isthelanguage/Englishqualityofthearticlesuitable for scholarly communications?
	No. The manuscript requires thorough English language editing by a native speaker before it can be consideredfor publication. The authors should also consider restructuring sections for better readability.Typical examples are provided below:

· "mineralizezones"→"mineralizedzones"p.1
· "extends"→"extent" p.1
· "Theseareinclude"→"Theseinclude"p.6
· "orentated"→"oriented"p.7
· "preffered"→"preferred"p.7
· Verylongparagraphs(someexceeding300words)
· Thedescriptionofeightlithologicunitsispresentedasonemassiveparagraphinsteadofastructuredlistor table
· Poororganizationofgeologicaldescriptions
	

	Optional/Generalcomments
	The manuscript tackles an important geological issue and uses suitable methods; however, it is weakened by major uncertainties and lacks adequate support for its main conclusions. Key issues include: magnetic intensity values, lack of proper justification of the geological interpretation of geophysical anomalies, lack of lineament statistics and uncertainty analysis for depth estimates.
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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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