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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The authors have proposed a numerical FTCS scheme to estimate the extent of inundation due to dam failure: a case study of the Solai Earthfill Dam in Nakuru County, Kenya. The results are compared with those of the Solai Dam failure and MUSCL schemes found in the literature. These results can be used by the scientific community, government, and other stakeholders to advise citizens on areas for settlement and development downstream.
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	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	
The Abstract is to much. It should normally be around 150-250


This motivation paragraph is oke but to long, make it shorter and simpler. 


This sentence structure is not good. The author's results should not use "will" because the abstract directly indicates whether the results are good or in agreement compared to the benchmark (data, analytical solution, or similar).


Better avoid citation in abstrak. It should be written simply like “Our result are in good aggrement with analytical solution and other numerical model, etc"



Why do you state this derivation of Saint-Venant after you write the result above? It is not comprehensible

Some grammatical error. Please open the track n changes so you can see the whole comment in the attachment manuscript 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, but the writing is very messy and tends more towards a scientific final project (thesis or dissertation) than a journal article. It is too long (38 pages) to be a manuscript article. The writer should consider this and rewrite the entire manuscript to make it simpler and more understandable.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
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