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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.


	This manuscript presents an in-depth study on groundwater potential evaluation using VIKOR and Fuzzy-VIKOR models in a basement terrain. The integration of remote sensing, lithologic, and geoelectric parameters is an important contribution to hydrogeological studies, particularly in areas where groundwater availability is challenging. The study employs a multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) approach, which enhances the reliability of groundwater potential maps. The validation of models using transmissivity data strengthens the credibility of the findings. The study is valuable for water resource planning, especially in regions with limited groundwater availability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript. However, the phrase "Basement Terrain" could be made more specific by including the study area name.
Suggested title:
"Integration of Remote Sensing, Lithologic and Geoelectric Parameters for Groundwater Potential Evaluation using VIKOR and Fuzzy-VIKOR Models: A Case Study from Basement Terrain in Southwestern Nigeria"


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract provides a clear summary of the study, methodology, key findings, and significance. However, the following refinements are suggested:

· Clarify the significance of using both VIKOR and Fuzzy-VIKOR models.

· Mention the study area explicitly in the abstract.

· Provide a brief statement on the practical applications of the findings.

Suggested revision:

"This research evaluates groundwater potential in the Eleyewo area using an integrated approach combining remote sensing, geological, and geophysical methods. The study employs VIKOR and Fuzzy-VIKOR models to analyze multiple groundwater potential conditioning factors (GWPCFs). The methodology includes geoelectric sounding and ArcGIS-based mapping. Validation using transmissivity data reveals 69% and 75% accuracy for VIKOR and Fuzzy-VIKOR models, respectively. The findings offer a cost-effective and replicable method for groundwater resource management in basement terrains."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous. The research design, data collection, analysis, and interpretation are appropriately conducted. However, minor clarifications are needed in the methodology section regarding:

· The rationale behind selecting VIKOR and Fuzzy-VIKOR over other MCDA techniques.

· Explanation of how weight assignments were determined for GWPCFs.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript contains an adequate number of references, many of which are recent and relevant. However, additional citations from recent high-impact hydrogeological studies (2022-2024) would enhance the literature review.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript is well-written but requires minor grammatical and typographical corrections.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The figures and maps are well-prepared but should include clearer legends and color differentiations.

· The discussion section could benefit from a more in-depth comparison with previous studies.

· The conclusion should briefly outline limitations and suggest future research directions, such as incorporating borehole data for further validation.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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