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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 study developed and evaluated machine learning-based predictive models for accurate, cost-effective porosity estimation directly from conventional well log measurements, eliminating the need for core analysis while providing continuous depth coverage.
Four distinct machine learning algorithms were systematically implemented and compared: Random Forest Regressor, Gradient Boosting Regressor, Extreme Gradient Boosting (XGBoost), and Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) Neural Network. Results showed Random Forest achieved near-perfect accuracy with R² = 0.9997 and RMSE = 0.00194 (0.19 porosity units), surpassing typical laboratory core analysis reproducibility (±0.5 porosity units) while bulk density is the dominant predictor (permutation importance = 0.42), followed by neutron porosity and sonic measurements. This study demonstrated that ensemble machine learning provides accurate, reliable, and computationally efficient porosity prediction suitable for operational deployment in petroleum formation evaluation and reservoir characterization.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. I suggest the author(s) should include the area of study in the title. For example, "Prediction of Formation Porosity from Well-log Data Using Selected Machine Learning Algorithms A Case Study of X-field, Niger Delta, Nigeria" could be used.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes but it should be one paragraph and the number of words in it should conform to the standard of the journal.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are insufficient. Some recent references should be included in the write-up and on the list of references.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Yes.
The use of the following:
1) "via per-well."
2) "in fact."
3) "mimicking."
	








PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

I suggest the author(s) should do the following:
1) Under the abstract, re-phrase "A rigorous group-wise" and "emerged" then, expunge the word "traditional."
Under 1. Introduction 
2) Expunge all the sub-headings from the introduction.
3) Use "The aim of the study" instead of "The general objective of the study."
4) Write the word "via" in full.
5) Include one or two more words in the Keywords.
6) Include "2.0 Location and Geology of the Study Area" then use "3. Materials and Methods", "4. Results and Discussion" and "5. Conclusion."
7) Number equations properly for example equation one should be numbered (1).
8) Use "3.1.2 Wells Performance Analysis"  instead of "3.1.2 Per-Well Performance Analysis" and expunge "in fact" from the text.
9) Expunge "2.8 Uncertainty Quantification" and "3.1.4 Uncertainty Quantification" because the word "uncertainty" is broad it is quite difficult to explain and quantify it.
10) Under 3.2.2 Analysis of MLP Underperformance, clearly state the recent research which shows that tabular data is more compatible with tree ensembles than with neural networks.
11) Under 3.2.3 Cross-well Generalization, use "Well performance test" instead of "Excellent test well performance."
12) Re-title Table 2 using "Wells Model Performance."
13) Label Figure 1 as Figure 1a, Figure 1b, Figure 1c and Figure 1d and explain all the figures.
14) Mention Figure 2 in the text as it was not mentioned in the text.
15) Make the conclusion more robust and this should reflect in the abstract.
16) Ensure that all the references in the text are on the list of references also, all the references on the list of references are in the text.
17) Use "mD" instead of "MD" for measured depth.
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