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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 
 

 
Figure 2a.  Indicate in Map legend that these values are altitudes related to sea level.  
This should be clear in the legend, as discussed in the sections that follow.   
 
 
In the legend the abbreviation DEM should be expanded/explained (there or in the 
text).  (Digital Elevation Model?? This also applies for the title of the figure (below 
the Map). 
 
Same two comments above apply for figures 3a and 3b. 
 
Figure 5a – units  “population/km

2
” should be indicated in the legend or title.  

 
Figure 6 -  only one legend seems necessary “Population”, as the rest of the graphs 
are hardly shown at the leftmost side.  This is a problem of scales in the graph, 
perhaps best to use various graphs, or use two scales in each.   
 
Figure 7 – should the legends say  “High elevation” and “Low elevation”?? 
 
In the second paragraph of Conclusions, perhaps population density expressed in % 
is not clearly explained and confuses the reader. Perhaps it is best to use usual 
units, persons/km

2
 and comment on those terms. 

 
There is room to expand on the conclusions as the article is well written and 
illustrates the geomorphology of the region in a comprehensive way.   This section 
is quite short, in comparison with the rest of the article.   
 
The last paragraph of the conclusions is not supported by the results or data, as the 
article does not concern itself with technological or scientific issues, but 
geographical/geomorphological data.    Perhaps to relate science and technology as 
related to geographical/geomorphological  information use for land 
planning/management, or clarify really what is meant.  
 
Analyze the above comment as it also creeps in into the abstract.   
 
 

 
Contour values are generally in comparison with sea level. The map is noisy 
already, so I chose to restrain myself to certain levels of lettering 
 
 
Done as suggested 
 
Done as suggested 
 
Done as suggested 
 
Done as suggested 
 
 
Elevation is qualitatively high or low, repletion will amount to busying the map 
Done as suggested, however, population density is measured in Per/Km

2
, 

explained as high or low and the areas of low and high calculated in 
percentages 
 
Done as suggested 
 
 
Improved upon as suggested 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for your valuable cooments  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Omit name of article in the first sentence of the Abstract.  
 
The word “Landforms” in Abstract does not need to begin with uppercase.  
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Evaluate if both figures 2a and 3a are necessary.  Fig . 2a seems similar and more 
comprehensive (includes contours). 
 
Well written and useful for land-planning/management policy. 
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PART  2:  
 

 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) 
 
 

 
 

 


