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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
As the authors had write in the abstract, “The study evaluates the flood resilience 
measures in buildings on flood-plains of Ogbaru, with a view to establishing the 
extent of its incorporation into the design and construction of Buildings”. I think the 
topic is very original and interesting, but the text needs some adjustments. 
The abstract is too long, and splitting it into paragraphs makes it redundant with the 
rest of the text. 
I would try to reduce it and merge it into a small single paragraph. 
In paragraph 2.1 it could be interesting in addition to the tables of materials, to also 
group the interventions useful for resilience to floods in these contexts (already 
described in the text). 
Tables 1,2 and 3 lack a description of what is reported inside. Finally, it could be 
interesting to insert in the text a risks matrix that identifies the lowering of the same 
following the resilience measures adopted and the consequent reduced damage. 
The conclusions should be improved by including the future development of the 
research and the purpose of its use. 
Following these arrangements the text can be published in this journal. 
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