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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the
article.
Some parts, especially the introduction, do not reflect the title of the article.
2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and
results.
The abstract is clear, but it must be improved
3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
mistakes in this article.
I don’t see grammatical errors, but I found some sentences too long and this is not
good in science.

4. The study methods are explained clearly.
The method is good, but it tends to explain too much about the model used. While
the authors should be brief in explaining the model and then say why it was chosen
for this study...
5. The resultsare clear and do not contain errors.
The results are appreciable
6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
supported by the content.
Nothing bad to report
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):
In the presentation of the methodology, be precise and objective.
There is no point in giving a long definition of the model in the
methodology, it tires the reader. It is an article and not a book or a
dissertation.
In the introduction, always highlight the sensitivity or resistance of
the environment (soil, precipitation, etc.) in relation to the two
parameters studied (runoff and erosion).

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:
The work is good, all that is needed is for the authors to improve it
slightly. The methodology used is topical for these kinds of studies in
geomorphology.

