	Book Name:
	Current Research on Geography, Earth Science and Environment

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7528

	Title of the Manuscript:
	Performance Evaluation of Broadband Stations in Nigeria: Case Study of NASRDA’S Monitoring Network

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




Special note:

A research paper already published in a journal can be published as a Book Chapter in an expanded form with proper copyright approval.
Source Article:
This chapter is an extended version of the article published by the same author(s) in the following journal. Advances in Research, 17(4): 1-15, 2018.
DOI: 10.9734/AIR/2018/39641


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 manuscript addresses the evaluation of broadband seismic stations in an intraplate region with relatively low seismicity, a topic that remains underrepresented in the literature. Its relevance lies in highlighting operational challenges and data quality limitations in emerging seismic monitoring networks, particularly in developing regions. The study provides useful baseline information that may support future improvements in seismic network design, installation practices, and data processing strategies. Although preliminary, the work contributes to the broader effort of strengthening global seismic monitoring coverage and enhancing the reliability of seismic data for research and hazard
assessment.
	




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
	4 (Good): The title is clear and relevant; however, it could be improved by explicitly including the main analytical techniques employed (e.g., SNR, noise
analysis, receiver functions).
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory): The abstract is descriptive but lacks quantitative results and a clear structure separating objectives, methods, and key findings.
	

	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 (Good): Keywords are generally appropriate, though additional methodological terms could enhance discoverability.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory): The background provides context but lacks depth and contains some redundancy; better organisation and clearer identification of the scientific gap are required.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement): Research objectives are implied but not explicitly formulated as clear research questions or hypotheses.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
	2 (Needs Improvement): The literature review is
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	Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	outdated and lacks recent high-impact studies, limiting the manuscript’s relevance.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory): The methodology is appropriate in principle but lacks sufficient detail for reproducibility and robustness.
	

	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
	Ethical considerations are not applicable to this type of geophysical study.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory): Results are presented clearly at a descriptive level but lack quantitative depth and statistical support.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory): Figures and tables are relevant but require improved clarity, labelling, and stronger integration with the text.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement): The discussion is limited and lacks meaningful comparison with international studies.
	

	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 (Satisfactory): Conclusions are generally supported by the data but remain descriptive and lack strong scientific synthesis.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement): Study limitations are only briefly mentioned and should be more explicitly and systematically addressed.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement): References are limited and outdated; more recent and high-impact sources should be included.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement): The manuscript requires substantial language revision to meet international publication standards.
	





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.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The abstract should be improved by including quantitative results (e.g., SNR values, noise levels) and a clearer structure separating objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. Although the study follows standard methodologies, it requires stronger quantitative analysis, clearer methodological detail, and deeper interpretation of results to enhance scientific rigour.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The manuscript should incorporate more recent (last 5–10 years) and high-impact international references, particularly in the fields of seismic noise analysis and broadband station performance evaluation.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
	










PART 3. 

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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	1. The manuscript addresses a relevant topic, namely the evaluation of broadband seismic stations in a low-seismicity intraplate region; however, the scientific contribution remains largely descriptive.
2. There is a lack of rigorous quantitative analysis, particularly in comparison with international standards.
3. The manuscript contains significant issues in clarity, grammar, and academic style.
4. While the structure follows a conventional format, the integration between results and discussion is weak.

The manuscript has a relevant objective and acceptable methodological basis; however, it requires substantial improvements in quantitative analysis, literature update, and scientific discussion to meet international publication standards
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