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PART 1: Review Comments

Compulsory REVISION comments Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or
dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

- The article is important as it focuses on the geochemical assessment of
Silurian, Devonian, and Carboniferous source rocks in the Erawin Field,
Murzug Basin. The researcher has thoroughly addressed all key points,

making the title well-aligned with the content.

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

- Yes, it is very matched.

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.

- Yes.

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

- Yes,itis appropriate considering the below comments.

Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific
correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this
manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A
minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

- Please standardize the unit for TOC (either wt.% or mg HC/g) in the Abstract.
- The theoretical section could be reduced to maintain focus on the core

findings.

- The conclusion is too general and should be more focused on the specific

results of the research.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have
suggestions of additional references, please mention them in
the review form.

- References are sufficient

Minc;r REVISION comments

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

- Thelanguage is clear and grammatically correct overall. However, there are
minor typos and a few missing letters in some words that require a quick

review by the researcher.

Optional/General comments

The research is generally suitable for publication after implementing the

suggested recommendations.
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Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
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his/her feedback here)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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