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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 
article. 4 

The study area and experiments are limited to the western part of a Sahelian 
country. In the eastern part: processes, geomorphic and climatic conditions are 
different. Thus, the author should accurate the title by adding/ précising the 
investigation area’s name/case/location: Ex.:… case of:…… 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 
results. 3 

Objects and results are clearly presented but the methods not! In this part of the 



article, the authors cited only plots, measurements tools and instrumentations of the 
study area. Nevertheless, in the details of the article corpus, the method is well 
described. The last could be summarise and integrated in the abstract corpus.  

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 
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The article was written in a correct grammatical form. However, they are few 
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readjusted for more suitability   
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supported by the content. 2 
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This could help in the case of land degradation assessment for decision makers and 
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