“Response to Editor and Reviewers Comments 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Author: We are grateful to the editor and five reviewers for providing insightful and constructive comments to improve the contents of manuscripts. We the authors are glad to receive the positive feedback from the editor and five reviewers. We are advised to conduct a minor revision based on the editor’s and five reviewers’ comments and suggestions. we included supplement materials file with revised manuscript for better understanding with methodologies/methods and results we adopted in this study. We hope that the new revision will provide satisfactory results for the acceptance of the manuscript by the journal. Please see below, in blue, our detailed to response comments. All page’s number and lines refer to the manuscript file with tracked changes.  
	No
	Comments & recommendations
	Response
	Corrected Pages- Lines

	Reviewer 2
	

	1
	After the first revision, some of the remarks were accepted and changes were made, but there are still some significant remarks which indicate that the paper is not acceptable for publishing in the presented form. The authors did not fully follow the next recommendations:
	· Thank you so much for your suggestion. 
· We would like to appreciate and fully consider reviewer’s suggestion, and also changes have been made as per suggested by worthy reviewers. 
	

	2
	Suggestion no.6 ``Describe in more detail the fuzzy inference engine. I expect a mathematical and conceptual form, not just descriptive.
	· Fuzzy inference engine has been described in mathematical and conceptual form.
	P-15-16
L-845-923

	3
	Suggestion no.7 ``Are there alternative methods? Is the method stable and robust? How the authors prove the claim from their answer. Validation is required. 
	· Yes, various alternative methods have been reported in literature for identification of natural aquifer recharge potential zones. These techniques include AHP, Fuzzy-AHP, Fuzzy DEMATAL, MOS, Fuzzy Dolphy Processes, ANP, WLC and ANN etc. However, each of the above-mentioned techniques have their own disadvantages, therefore AHP-WLC and Fuzzy Logic technique has been preferred because fuzzy provide more robust and reliable results because of its potential to consider inconsistency and vagueness associated with data. As for as the validation is concerned the result of Fuzzy Logic has been cross- validated with the result of AHP-WLC and confusion matrix has been also generated and mentioned in manuscript. 
	P-22-24 L1344-1448

	4
	Also, a similar model was already presented and published in the paper (https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11356-020-11975-7 ), just used in selecting the optimal Landfill site in the same capital city of Pakistan (Islamabad). In that situation the contribution of the paper is questionable. The main question is what is novel in this model in the scientific field?
	· We are fully agreed with reviewer’s comment as similar model is adopted for optimal landfill site selection. But on other hand not a single study has been performed in capital city of Pakistan for groundwater recharge potential zones by using MCDM techniques. Furthermore, in landfill site selection model a final suitability map was generated by integrating and intersecting three different techniques (AHP, Fuzzy, WLC) while in our study two different suitability map are prepared. The model which we adopt for our research is novel and scientific because integrating AHP with Fuzzy develop more sophisticated outcomes as fuzzy logic address vagueness and uncertainties in data which has been cross validated with the results of AHP-WLC integration. 
	



