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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

The objective of the study only appears in the abstract.

How the measured resistivity values validated in the
study? No information on boreholes profile to relate with
the resistivity measurements? The information on
pumping test of well at various locations was not
mention to support the interpretation on groundwater
yield of various geologic formation. Conclusions are too
brief and do not essentially represent the concrete
results of the study.

With the modifications being made from
suggestions of the reviewers, the present revised
manuscript stand for the objective of the abstract.
As the sample number is high and with geological
assessments had been taken as supportive
approach, no other specific assessments were
taken for the present study. As of the present
study is brief in its approach, the conclusions were
thus made to suit the outcome in an appropriate
way.

Minor REVISION comments

First half of the results and the discussion section are
essentially not refer to the result of study! It’s just talking
about literature review on resistivity measurement.

The whole manuscript has been rearranged by
summarizing many sections. Especially the
introduction section citing literature review has
been cut short to focus on intent of the study.
Many parts of the assessments were also
summarized by deleting lengthy discussions.

Optional /General comments

This paper is lack on detailed technical analysis.
Too descriptive, with lack of data support analysis.
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