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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. Some english/text improvement suggestions: 
a) Line 80-81: The study area has an excellent network of drainage network. 
b) Line 90: The Geology of the Lower Benue Basin is underlain by underlain by two.. 
c) Line 165-166: .. obtained for the year (??) in Figure 2. This is illustrated further below by 
the LandSat imagery obtained for the year (??) .. 
d) Line 220: While some experienced (what does ‘experienced’ mean here?) increase in 
terms of spatial.... 
2. Figures are a little blurry, it would be better for the reader if they were of more high 
quality. 
3. In the ‘Materials and Methods’ section, some questions arise while reading. 
a) How many images were available for the mosaiking of each year of interest? 
b) You are saying that you conducted field work in 2017 and 2018. Were there many types 
of vegetation in the area? In the previous years (e.g 2000) did you observe any other 
vegetation types with a different spectral signature than what you had collected in 2017-
2018? If so, how did you deal with this when formulating the change percentages? 
The maximum likelihood classifier managed to detect all vegetation areas successfully? 
Also, maybe include a figure with specific GPS points that you used for the field work. 
4. In the ‘Results and Discussion’ section it would be nice to create a bar chart with all the 
change results, with a different colour for each class for example. In this way the reader 
can gain a complete idea of what is going on more quickly. 
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