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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 presents a detailed geochemical and palaeoenvironmental study of the Kanawa Member of the Pindiga Formation in the Gongola Basin, NE Nigeria. It contributes valuable insights into petroleum exploration and sedimentary environment reconstruction in the region. The data provided are scientifically robust and may guide future research in both petroleum geology and palaeoenvironmental studies. This work also helps to fill regional knowledge gaps, making it relevant to the scientific community interested in West African sedimentary basins.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and clearly reflects the content of the study. An alternative could be: 
1- Geochemical and Palaeoenvironmental Insights from the Kanawa Member, Pindiga Formation: Implications for Petroleum Exploration in Gongola Basin, NE Nigeria.
2- Petroleum Geochemical Characteristics and Palaeoenvironmental Interpretation of the Kanawa Member (Pindiga Formation), Gongola Basin, NE Nigeria: Evidence from Ashaka Quarry


	

	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 generally comprehensive. However, it could be improved by explicitly summarizing the main findings, the methods used, and the broader implications for petroleum exploration. Including specific geochemical markers or environmental indicators would enhance clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The methods are appropriate, and the interpretations are consistent with the presented data. Minor clarifications in methodology descriptions could improve reproducibility
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and relevant. Some recent studies from the last 5 years on petroleum geochemistry in similar African basins could be added to strengthen the discussion.
	

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


	The English is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication, though minor grammatical corrections and sentence restructuring are recommended for improved readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures and tables are informative, but some captions could be more descriptive to stand alone. The discussion could further emphasize how this study compares with similar formations in Nigeria or West Africa.
Title

Original issue: Use of subjective terminology ('Prolific Zone'), punctuation errors, and excessive length.

Correction: Use a neutral, scientifically precise title without economic claims.

Suggested title:

Petroleum Geochemical Characteristics and Palaeoenvironmental Interpretation of the Kanawa Member (Pindiga Formation), Gongola Basin, NE Nigeria: Evidence from Ashaka Quarry

Abstract

- Trace elements alone cannot determine thermal maturity or hydrocarbon expulsion.

- Overstated conclusions.

Corrections:

- Replace 'determine source rock maturation' with 'infer geochemical characteristics and potential maturity trends'.

- Remove statements about oil/gas expulsion.

Introduction

- Informal phrasing.

- Confusion between shale geochemistry and crude oil geochemistry.

Corrections:

- Use formal academic language.

- Clearly distinguish between shale source rocks and crude oils.

Materials and Methods

- Numerical inconsistency: 'Ten (40) samples'.

- Poor grammatical construction.

- Missing analytical quality control information.

Corrections:

- Use 'Forty (40) samples'.

- Add detection limits, calibration standards, and precision discussion.

Results and Discussion

- Arithmetic errors (mean values exceeding maxima).

- Typographical errors (oi/gas, exinic).

- Over-interpretation of trace element data.

Corrections:

- Recalculate averages.

- Correct spelling to 'oil/gas' and 'euxinic'.

- Use cautious language (suggests, indicates).

Thermal Maturity

- Use of LOPATIN TTI without burial or thermal modeling.

Corrections:

- State that maturity interpretation is inferential.

- Recommend TOC, Tmax, or vitrinite reflectance analyses.

Palaeoenvironmental Interpretation

- Oversimplification of redox interpretation.

Corrections:

- Use combined descriptors: euxinic to strongly reducing.

Conclusion

- Unsupported claim of oil/gas window maturity.

Corrections:

- State conclusions as indicative rather than definitive.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 details)


	


Reviewer details:

Benkhedda Abdelhakim, Algeria
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


