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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

1. Content:

The authors proposed to
deduce the groundwater flow pattern
from a huge data bank of Electrical
resistivity sounding data. However,
they seem not to have justified the
large volume of data at their disposal
through adequate interpretation. The
concept is quite good but a more in-
depth interpretation should be given to
the data. The topic will not reflect the
content if based on the present
interpretation alone.

Introduction: There is no flow in the
sentence construction. | suggest that
the authors should recast the
introduction and refer to previous
works done in the area or other areas,
using similar techniques. | did not see
their “claim” at the end of the
introduction. They should make a
statement as to why they should
embark on this research. What new
information can their present research
add to what was already known
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concerning groundwater flow in the
study area.
3. Methodology: Ok

4. Results: Data processing and field curves are
good.

5. Interpretation and Discussion of Results:
Authors should study and understand the
processed results and come up with a more in-
depth interpretation.

6. Bibliography/References: Some of the
works in the references were not in the
main work. These references should be
properly cited or removed from the list.

7. Decision: Accept after a Serious Major Revision
on the paper.

theMinor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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