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Good paper on the application of GIS to environmental monitoring 
and planning, however, there are some concerns pointed out on the 
body of the manuscript 
 
The author(s) did not justification for this work as the statement of 
research problem in the introduction section was subjectively 
presented and the real problem as it affects the location of study 
(Anambra East LGA) was not presented. It was too generalistic. 
Again so many of the sentences are hanging as they could not 
convey complete meaning. 
The author misspelt most of the names of the authors 
cited/referenced and lastly, the discussion of research result was 
not done as author(s) concentrated effort on giving 
recommendation instead. The author should have digitized and 
presented analysed flood maps for Anambra East only but in this 
case the study location is merely occupying the middle portion of 
the entire map. 
 
Please clarify the issue: 
Most of the claims made by author were not sourced especially when 
describing the geology and climatology of the study area.  
Most of the author(s) cited and referenced as single author are not true 
as in the case of our paper in 2013 (cited and referenced as Nkeki 
2013). 

  
 
 
 
THE CORRECTIONS HAS BEEN 
AFFECTED 
 
 
 
MISSEPELT WORDS/AUTHOURS NAME 
HAVE BEEN CORRECTED 
 
THE MAP HAS BEEN DIGITIZED FOR 
ANAMBER EAST ONLY 
 
 
SOURCES HAS BEEN DULY 
ACKNOWLEDGED 
 
CORRECTIONS HAS BEEN AFFECTED 

Minor REVISION comments   
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