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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) The figure is adjustable. Can be adjusted
1) The figure 1 should be enlarging correctly. to any required size at the point of
2) The author should use simple English. printing.
3) “Figure 2: Geoelectrical parameters of ARS fourth 2) Most important is the correctness of the
point” is not mention in the text and do not includein grammatical structurethat is critically
the paper. adhered by the author.
4) On page 3, at Methodology and data analysis part 3) That has been implemented.
the reference should be write as (Saleh and Likkason, 4) Has been corrected.
2011)
Minor REVISION comments 1) Has been enriched.
1) Methodology of the research is too simple 2) Has been adequately complied.
2) How the authors get the resistivity values? It should be 3) Putting the table in graph would make

discuss in the paper.

3) The discussion for table 1 should be detail. Too much
number, I suggest the author can put it into graph so that
we can see the relationship.

the information clumsy. Explanation
regarding the contents of the table have
been enriched as shown the in the
corrected article

Optional /General comments

Article has been corrected
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