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	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 manuscript makes an important contribution to urban geoscience by showing how integrated geophysical and geotechnical methods can simultaneously address infrastructure safety and groundwater protection in rapidly developing areas. The dual assessment approach provides a cost-effective framework that researchers and planners can replicate in similar basement complex terrains across sub-Saharan Africa, where rapid urbanization often outpaces adequate subsurface characterization. The study's quantitative findings, particularly the identification of critically low bearing capacities (55-78 kPa) and high-vulnerability groundwater zones offer actionable data that can directly inform construction standards and land-use regulations in Abuja and similar settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable but could be improved for clarity and international appeal.
I believe if the topic is rephrased this way “Integrated Geophysical and Geotechnical Assessment of Soil Competency and Aquifer Vulnerability in Gwarinpa, Abuja, Nigeria” it will explicitly indicate the integrated approach even before a reader begins reading
	

	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.


	The abstract is comprehensive, within the word limit of an abstract, and well structured, covering objectives, methods, key findings, and recommendations. 
Having said the abstract is well structured, here are a few suggestions to make it stronger.

1. The author should consider changing Electrical resistivity technique to vertical electrical sounding (VES) for precision

2. The author should also consider providing clarity on the sample size. Mention “40 VES stations and 6 laboratory soil samples

I also think the author should lay more emphasis on the integration method since this looks like the gap the author is filling in research.
	3. 

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound with robust methodology, but it contains one critical error and several areas requiring clarification:
1. On Table 3, where the author spoke about Plasticity Index Error. Sample 4 reports 1.04% clay content but PI=67.76. This seems to be physically impossible. 
2. Author's note UCS values "originally reported in kN/m³" were corrected to kPa

kN/m³ is a unit of unit weight, NOT strength.
3. Lines 11-13 (Section 3.3.2): Authors claim "homogeneous geological environment" while acknowledging extreme variability (0.003-3.7 S, CV ~69%)

4. Section 3.3.3 (lines 13-15): Authors contradict themselves, stating results are "inconsistent with a homogeneous geological environment."

5. States values <1.0 indicate "vertical fracturing"

More commonly, λ < 1 indicates horizontal preferential conductivity (e.g., bedding, horizontal fractures)

1. Authors must verify and correct these values or explain if PI column contains different data
2. Were original values in kN/m²? This needs explicit correction in methodology.

3. Remove or clarify contradictory homogeneity assumptions
4. And 5  Needs citations
Overall, Table 3 data error must be resolved before publication.
	5. 

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Cosenza, P., et al. (2006). Correlations between geotechnical and electrical data: A case study at Garchy in France." Journal of Applied Geophysics, 60(3-4), 165-178. This would strengthen section 2.3’s theoretical basis.

Kirsch, R. (2006). Groundwater Geophysics: A Tool for Hydrogeology. Springer.
	

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


	The English quality is generally good and suitable for publication with minor editing needed.
Line 26-27 (Abstract): "safe safe construction" - duplicate word

Section 3.3.1, lines 11-12: "help prevent" could be "prevent"
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important topic with sound methodology and provides valuable practical outputs. However, the critical data error in Table 3 must be resolved before publication. Once this is corrected, along with addressing the statistical interpretation contradictions and minor clarifications, the manuscript will make a solid contribution to the literature on integrated urban geophysical assessment.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical issues detected, but minor concersn require clarifications .
The manuscript does not explicitly state whether permissions were obtained to:

Conduct VES surveys across the 40 stations in Gwarinpa (some may be on private property).

No mention of how the 6 shallow pits (0.2-0.3 m depth) were handled after sampling

Authors should add a brief statement confirming that appropriate permissions/permits were obtained from landowners or relevant authorities in the Federal Capital Territory.

Confirm that pits were properly backfilled to avoid safety hazards
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