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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 1. The general aim of the work does not fit a research paper. It is a goal for a technical 

report. 

2. The 2 and 3 specific objectives are tasks and not objectives. 

3. In the   RESEARCH METHODOLOGY, instruments, field work, work methods and 
procedures with GIS are mixed. It is suggested to order according to a work criterion or 
make a methodological table. 

4. The methodology used satellite images for image processing is not explained.  

5. Moreover, the radiometric and geometric correction method of the images for the 
construction of the NDVI is not explained. Also not mentioned the classification type, 
statistical method used, justification. 

6. The maps are very deformed 

7. In the results it is recommended to present the results before the presentation of the 
figures and then discuss them 

8. It is recommended to look the other paper format for the structure 

9. The figures presented are not explained, there is only one reference of them. The 
results are insufficient. 

10. In the description of figure 6 and graph 4 a result is explained that does not arrive with 
said representation. 
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