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PART 1:    

Journal Name: Physical Science International Journal 

Manuscript Number: Ms_PSIJ_31581 

Title of the Manuscript:  SPATIAL VARIATION MODELING OF GEOTHERMAL GRADIENT AND HEAT FLOW IN EASTERN 
PARTS OF NIGER DELTA SEDIMENTARY BASIN, NIGERIA. 

Type of  Article: Review paper 

 
 
 
  
PART 2:  

FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any) Authors’ response to final 
evaluator’s comments 

Line 61: Change focus to focuses  
Line 89: Change underlies to underlain 
Line 124: Change dissimilarity to dissimilarity 
 
 
The author’s claim: 
“It can be inferred from the study that the factors influencing the thermal regime include tectonic 
evolution, depth to basement, sedimentary thickness and hydrothermal convection.  The study area 
is tectonically not active and minute heat is supplied from the mantle into the basin”. 
 
Cannot be substantiated from this work. It is a claim based on some work which cannot be inferred 
from this work. If the author must retain this claim in his work, he should reference the literature 
regarding this claim without inferring it from his work, or leave it as a general statement. He can also 
use statements like he made on Line 235 
 
In addition to the above, I have a strong reservation for a “Table” showing in an abstract. This is not 
the norm. I don’t know if this was suggested from a peer review, but it certainly is not the usual 
practice, and I strongly object to it. The author should remove it from the Abstract. It is already 
shown as Table 1 in the Discussion. 
 
Once the author addresses these issues, the manuscript should be accepted for publication. 

Correction effected 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Modified and references cited  
 
 
 
 
 
 
It was based on one of the reviewers 
recommendation and it has been 
removed. 

 


