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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 manuscript is badly organized. The text 

needs extensive revision. The results presented 

are largely, incorrect and physically 

unreasonable.  

The figures are of poor quality. All of them needs 

redrafting. In many, the units of horizontal and 

vertical axes are illegible.  

The discussion part of the text describing 

structural features (illustrated in Figures 11, 12, 

13) is highly speculative and unsubstantiated. 

This is also true of the part of the manuscript 

describing RMS amplitude maps, in Figures 14, 

15 and 16. 
Figure 2 is the same as Figure 7 in USGS OF report 99-

50H, Chapter A. 

Figure 3 is the same as Figure 16 in USGS OF report 99-

50H, Chapter A 
 

See attached file for additional details. 

Fig .2 and Fig .3 are properly referenced. And 

could also be found in somany other text. 

 
The results presented here are not mere 
speculations as the reviewer is pointing 
out. 
 
The corrections in the attached manuscript 
were trying to move the discussion away 
from the authors ideas to some thing else . 
some of these corrections though were 
effected 
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