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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 manuscript explores two methods and techniques to predict groundwater potential. Not a new topic, but it is worth publication as the sensitivity of both methods can be determined.
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	The abstract is poorly written; it reads more like a definition of terms section. Instead, it should provide a concise summary of the study, highlighting the objectives, methods, main findings, and significance of the work.
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	Introduction

Paragraph 1:

· The first statement of the paragraph about statistics is unnecessary.

· The meaning of the statement “the lack of expertise among some practitioners has led to the exploitation of this demand” is unclear and should be clarified.

· The phrase “and a tarnished reputation for the field of geophysics” should be removed.

Paragraph 2:

· The statement “Groundwater occurrence is influenced by factors such as geology, structural features, and climate (Ademilua, 1997; Ozdemir, 2011; Mogaji et al., 2021). While geology and structures determine the nature of the aquifer, climate governs the rate and amount of aquifer recharge (Lewis, 1987)” should appear before any other sentence in the second paragraph.

· The flow of the second paragraph needs to be improved.

Paragraph 3 and 4:

· Both paragraphs are too lengthy for the literature review on groundwater exploration methodologies. Please condense them into a single paragraph, citing only the most relevant articles.

· At the end of this condensed paragraph, clearly state the limitations of the previous methods and explain why your method provides a better approach.

. 

1.1
Description of the Study Area

· The description of the study area does not address the hydrogeological conditions of the area, nor does it explain why this location is the best site to test the method.

· The section states “The widespread gneiss-migmatite complex in the region includes undifferentiated granite, charnockitic rocks, medium- to coarse-grained granite, and migmatite gneiss rocks (Rahaman, 1976).” However, Figure 2 shows only one rock type underlying the area.

· Figure 2: This figure can be improved by zooming in on the study area or replacing it with a more localized geological map.

· Figure 3: This figure is unnecessary. Instead, consider using it as Figure 1 after adding relevant human and natural geographical features.

· Figure 4: This figure is poorly presented. Reduce stroke/line thickness and increase text font size for clarity.

· The term “Auto Partial Curve Match software” should be explained or referenced properly.

· Elements such as “Aquifer thickness” and other processes in Figure 4 are not linked to any part of the workflow. Please ensure consistency.

· Figure captions are poorly written and need improvement.

· The methodology section is too lengthy and should be made more concise.
Results and discussion

3.1.1
Digital Elevation Model

The statement “During precipitation, meteoric water from the atmosphere flows as runoff from higher elevations to lower-lying areas.” raises a question: is this research focused on surface water? Please clarify.

The statement “The DEM map classified the study area into three elevation classes” is unclear. On what basis were these elevation classes defined?

Figure 5: The general topographical model should first be presented in Figure 1 with contour lines, before grouping them into classes. This is the only way to support statements such as “the study area is characterized by hilly formations in the southeastern region.”
3.1.2
Slope 

· This section is a repetition of the methodology. The author did not state what was actually observed in relation to the study area.

· The entire Results and Discussion section needs significant revision. It should clearly present the results, highlight their spatial variation, and explain their implications for groundwater potential.

· It is not necessary to end each subsection separately (e.g., Slope, DEM, etc.); instead, integrate the findings into a coherent discussion.
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