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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, aims to test the recording capability, data quality for research, and estimation of the signal-to-noise ratios of the stations. The methodology involves the noise analysis for the Kaduna station located in the basement complex in the northern part of Nigeria, and the Nsukka station on the sedimentary basin in the South, using the Pascal Quick Look Extended (PQLX) package, since Nigeria lies on the two predominant geology foundation. The results showed high noise levels at both stations; low SNR at Nsukka and high SNR at Kaduna and that sources of noise to the stations are both natural and anthropogenic in nature while the results from noise correlations and receiver functions indicated that the correlations are antisymmetric, indicating that the noise sources are non-uniform. This study is intended to serve as a reference to illuminate operational impediments associated with broadband stations in Nigeria and suggest measures to improve data quality for healthy research.

	


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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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.
	Yes.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The author(s) should discuss all the Figs. properly then include this in the conclusion and abstract.
	

	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.
	No. The references are insufficient and most of them are not recent. Some recent references should be included in the write-up.
	

	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) "may indicate."
2) "may be related to."
	


PART 3. 
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	suggest the author(s) should do the following:

1) Indicate the source of Fig. 1.

2) Use "GEOLOGY AND TECTONIC SETTINGS OF NIGERIA" instead of "BRIEF GEOLOGY AND TECTONIC SETTINGS OF NIGERIA".

3) Number the references in the text in ascending order not scattered for example, [9] should be after [8] not [2] after [8].

4) Under Materials and Methods expunge the word "continuously".

5) Type Table 4 in black colour and title all Tables and Figs. to conform to the standard of the book.

6) Use "This is apparent on both horizontal components." instead of "This is especially apparent on both horizontal components."

7) Use "At the NSU station, the noise level is high at lower periods (<1sec), which indicates the contribution of cultural noise and the instrument response correction (as the instrument response is poorly known)." instead of "At the NSU station, the noise level is high at lower periods (<1sec), which may indicate the contribution of cultural noise or may be related to the instrument response correction (as the instrument response is poorly known)."

8) The author(s) should be consistent in the use of Figure or Fig. for example, Figure 16 or Fig. 16.

9) Label and title all Figures for example, use Fig. 10(a), Fig. 10(b) and Fig. 10(c).

10) Discuss all the figures properly for example, Figs. 11 to 15.

11) Make the conclusion more robust and this should reflect in the abstract.

12) Do proper referencing on the list of references to conform to the standard of the book.
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