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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
1. INTRODUCTION SECTION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Laboratory 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Result and discussion 

1.This study aims to examine the engineering properties of Agwu Shale, as the mineral 
content could influence its geotechnical properties. 
However, I didn’t find the analysis of minerals content of the shale and no discussion of 
relationship between mineral contents and geotechnical properties. I think it is a good point   
2.The authors have to make a map of location of borehole. 
 
 
 
1.The author have to add the mineral identification in shale. You can use XRD or XRF 
analysis to identified the minerals content. 

 
 
 
 

1. This may be a result of their higher percentage of finer grains compared to Borehole 4 
and 5. How we know that your statement it is true; while you didn’t do analysis of grain size 
2.It should be better in figure 2 you mention the sample number in the graph 
3. we show the difference between figure 2 and table 6. See the table 6 for borehole 
number 4 Inorganic silts with high plasticity while in the figure 2 you classified as 
inorganic silts with intermediate plasticity,what is the true 
 

1. The statement is re-phrased, as our earlier assertion was a diversion 
from our goal. Analysis of mineral composition of Awgu Shale is 
outside the scope of this study; 

2. As at the time of this research, we decided to use the reference map ( 
as inscribed in this paper-see Fig. 1), and as such there is no map for 
location of boreholes, as samples were collected at different points of 
convenient, on the shale formation. Please accept our submission as 
it is.  

 
 

1. This study was not intended to carry out mineral identification of the 
shale. Other researchers have done tremendous work in that area; 
we only cited their findings as a background to this study. This 
method of data analysis was not included our methods for this study. 
Please accept our submission. 
 

 
1. Yes, aside from the physical feel of the individual sample collected, 

grain analysis was carried out in the laboratory to validate our 
assumptions from the field. Nevertheless, this was not the focus of 
this study either. Please accept our submission as it; 

2. The unified classification table (Table 6) was used to show the 
individual borehole performance. We feel that putting the sample 
number on Figure 2 will only the graph clumsy and unreadable; 

3. The difference between Figure 2 and Table 6 was a clear error on our 
own part. It is now corrected and they both give the information.  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
 
 

 
 


