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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.
	The paper addresses a genuine exploration challenge: thick tropical regolith obscures bedrock and may displace gold geochemical signals. Its integration of Landsat 9-OLI spectral products, SRTM-derived terrain units, lineament mapping and field observations is relevant to exploration in West African Birimian terranes. The classification into residual, erosional and depositional regimes may assist sampling design and anomaly interpretation.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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 — Good
.
	

	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 — Satisfactory
	

	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
	
2 — Needs improvement
State the number, spacing, depths and spatial distribution of samples; Au assay method, limits and QA/QC outcomes; band preprocessing; PCA loadings; DEM thresholds and classification/validation rules.
	

	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 — Satisfactory
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 — Needs improvement
Add the actual Au data and descriptive statistics, a map of georeferenced sampling points, quantitative regime/anomaly comparisons and uncertainty estimates.
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	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
	

2 — Needs improvement
Increase map resolution and readability; standardize coordinate extent, legends, units and captions; reconcile figure references and DEM extent.
	

	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 — Satisfactory
	

	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
	2 — Needs improvement
Interpretation that residual zones preserve primary gold signatures is plausible but not demonstrated quantitatively with the reported assay dataset.
	

	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
Add a distinct limitations section covering spectral nonuniqueness, vegetation, DEM resolution, lineament interpretation and transport effects.
	

	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
	

3 — Satisfactory
	

	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
	

3 — Satisfactory
	



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
The title accurately captures the main sensors, regolith mapping and exploration setting. It could be shortened for readability.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	

PARTLY
The abstract covers background, methods and conceptual findings; include sample numbers, quantified validation and Au assay findings if available, and qualify unverified claims.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	


NOT YET FULLY DEMONSTRATED
The integrated approach is sound in principle, but key evidence and reproducibility details are insufficient. Supply raw/summary Au assays by regolith regime, documented QA/QC recovery and precision, explicit classification thresholds and independent field validation. Clarify whether clay band-ratio anomalies reflect supergene weathering or proven hydrothermal alteration. Reconcile SRTM map extent with the stated ~564 km² study area and disclose PCA
bands/loadings

The topic is relevant, but the study currently does not substantiate its core claim about the spatial relationship between regolith regime and gold anomalies with assay tables, sampling density, anomaly thresholds or statistical tests. Require a transparent geospatial workflow, independent regolith validation and a consistent study boundary across all maps. The authors should also verify scene processing and reconcile band-ratio interpretation with the actual sensor product.
	

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

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

PARTLY
The bibliography contains relevant classic and regional studies, but reference metadata and more recent scholarly literature should be verified and supplemented where necessary.
	

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

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

NO
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