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I have found the paper interesting. And as such, with an application to the attempt of
estimating moisture content from multi-offset GPR data, is largely novel. Yet, I have
found it to a large extent disappointing that the authors seem to give too much credit
to their own past work, and neglect a large body of literature considering multi-offset
GPR processing, that dates back at least a couple of decases. Even more serious,
is the lack of proper reference to wave migration methods that are state of the art in
industrial seismic processing, and are yet presented herewith as if they are novel, or at
least rediscovered by the authors. The reference list is poor in both respects, but par-
ticularly with concern to migration algorithms (only Stork 1992 is mentioned, that dates
back some 25 years, and later Yilmaz and Doherty, 2001). I encourage the authors
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to widen the literature review and put their work, not without merits, in the correct per-
spective. See below some suggestions for references to be put in the correct context,
particulary in terms of GPR applications (but not only). From a technical viewpoint, I
am a bit puzzled by the error estimates for water content estimates that is 5-10% in
vol/vol (is it saturation or moisture content?) – as compared to 5-15% from soil probes
(again, same question). I feel this error is far too high to make the estimates useful (if
it is moisture content as I read it!). Note that in cross-hole GPR usually a 2-3% error
in volumetric moisture content is generally accepted as realistic. Finally, as much as
I like GPR, it should be clearly stated in the introduction that GPR can only be used
in relatively resistive soil conditions. This is generally omitted when presenting GPR
applications, yet in many practical situations the soil conductivity is high enough to
force us to shift to ERT or EMI for soil moisture content estimates. References Forte
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