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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 

 

- Title should be modified see text for suggestion 

- Abstract should be rewrite 

- A Method section is required to explain how the 

data were acquired  

- Figures must be refined, they are almost all 

unreadable 

- Questions asked in the text need answers 

- Figures borrowed from other works should be 

acknowledged as such. 

 

 

Ethical issues :Ifyes,kindly explain. 

Somehow 

It is likely that the work is deem to develop a part of 

previous findings of one of the co-authors. 

Although it is not well explained in the text to mark the 

particularity of the work, many part of the manuscript 

are related to the work by M. GountiéDedzo et al., 

2011,doi:10.1016/j.jvolgeores.2011.04.012.  I think that 

the author should concentrate more in the section they 

are trying to highlight from the previous work and them 

provide more detailed information. 

 

 

plagiarism is suspected, please provide related 

proofs or web links. 

 

 

Figure from pre-existing work mentioned above, 

 
 
- I don’t think the title of this paper should be 
modified because in the previous study there is no 
mention of pyroclastic surge;  
- I have made some modification in abstract. 
- In the original version of this paper the resolution 
of figures is good 
- Thin sections was made on welded part of 
ignimbrite 
 
All the corrections are including in corrected 
manuscript. 
 
Ethical issues 
During our previous work (GountiéDedzo et al., 
2011), the pyroclastic surge was not mentioned; In 
this work, we highlight the existence of pyroclastic 
surge in the Bamenda volcano and give their 
importance in the chronostratigraphy of the 
Bamenda volcano. 
The figure 6bwas changed in the corrected 
manuscript. 
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probably of the same authors, reference [3] in the 

text are used without any detailed description and or 

modification. The figure 6b for example is similar to 

that in reference [3] and should be acknowledge in 

the text as suggested. Otherwise this can turn into 

self-plagiarism if the work is from the same 

authorship. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

- A good distinction should be made between the 

different parts and outcrops investigated  

 

- Check and use the suggestions in the text where 

appropriate for you. 

 

- Rephrase some sentences for better understanding 

 

 

 

Optional/Generalcomments 

 

Most of general comments are reported in Track and 

Change in the manuscript 

 

English editing is required 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


