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------------------------------------------------------ 

Reviewer A: 

Recommendation: Revisions Required 

 

------------------------------------------------------ 

The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 

the title should be improved according to this form : "RECONSTITUTION 

PALEOENVIRONNEMENTALE BASEE SUR LES DONNEES 

SEDIMENTOLOGIQUES ET ICHNOLOGIQUES DES FORMATIONS 

MAASTRICHTIENNES, CENOMANIENNES ET ALBIENNES DU PUITS FIM-

1X, BASSIN SEDIMENTAIRE OFFSHORE DE COTE D’IVOIRE." or "PALEO-

ENVIRONMENTAL RECONSTITUTION BASED ON SEDIMENTOLOGICAL 

AND ICHNOLOGICAL DATA FROM MAASTRICHTIAN, CENOMANIAN AND 

ALBIAN FORMATIONS OF FIM-1X WELL, OFFSHORE SEDIMENTARY 

BASIN OF COTE D’IVOIRE." 

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results. 

the summary is well presented but a slight reformulation of the first paragraph was 

necessary. 

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article. 

There are not enough grammar and spelling mistakes in this article. 

The study METHODS are explained clearly. 

The study METHODS are clearly explained 

The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 

The body of the document is coherent and clear. Few errors were found. 

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content. 

The summary and CONCLUSION effectively reflects the content of the article. 

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate. 

The list of REFERENCES is complete but does not follow the APA citation style. 

The references are mostly old. 

Please rate the TITLE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 



4 

  

Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

5 

  

Please rate the METHODS of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the BODY of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

3 



  

Overall Recommendation!!! 

Accepted, minor revision needed 

  

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

the authors must take into account the various remarks recorded in the document. 
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Reviewer H: 

Recommendation: Accept Submission 

 

------------------------------------------------------ 

The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 

Absolutly. 

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results. 

I made some changes see attached document. 

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article. 

Yes. See attached document. 

The study METHODS are explained clearly. 

Absolutly. 

The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 

The body of the paper is very clear in spite of minor errors. 

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content. 

The conclusion is sound. 

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate. 

I agree. Nevertheless, must comply with EJS instructions. 



Please rate the TITLE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

5 

  

Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

3 

  

Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the METHODS of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

5 

  

Please rate the BODY of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

4 

  

Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

5 

  

Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper. 



[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

5 

  

Overall Recommendation!!! 

Accepted, minor revision needed 

  

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

See infranotes. 

------------------------------------------------------ 

 

 


