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REPLY to the Comment 
of Vincenzo Festa, Gerardo Romano, Agata Siniscalchi & Simona Tripaldi 

(IJEGE, 2 (2024): 5-7, Doi: 10.4408/IJEGE.2024-02.O-01) 
on the Article

 “Engineering-geological insights into the gypsum-bearing 
deposits of Punta delle Pietre Nere (Puglia Region, Italy)” 

(IJEGE, Special Issue 1 (2024): 39-45, DOI: 10.4408/IJEGE.2024-01.S-05) 

Domenico Calcaterra(*), Alfonso Corniello(**), Diego Di Martire(*), 
Giovanni Forte(**), Stefania Stevenazzi(**) & Rita Tufano(*) 

The authors would like to express their thanks to the discus-
sers Festa et alii for the interest in our paper and the related com-
ments. In this reply we present our explanations, hoping that the 
latter will help to clarify the points raised by the discussers.

Primarily, the Authors of the cited Article did not focus 
their research on the origin of gypsum deposits (an issue co-
vered by a wide literature), but rather on their delimitation in 
the subsurface, whose presence is a limiting factor for the land 
use, as the case of Lesina Marina shows.

In particular, the results of the study refer to the sector of the 
area depicted in Figure 3, where direct and indirect investiga-
tions are concentrated, including some pre-existing surveys and 
other ones executed by the Authors.

As regards the NW area, only one ERT survey was conduc-
ted. Its interpretation represents a first contribution of knowled-
ge, which obviously needs further in-depth investigations.

Given the above, the following are some comments on the 
arguments presented in the Comment by Festa et alii.
(a)	I n the “Data and Methods” section, an inconsistency in the 

data in Figure 3 is pointed out. 
	A ctually, a careful reading of the caption and legend of the 

above figure offers sufficient information, as Figure 3 is inten-
ded to highlight the density and location of site investigations 
that, over time, have been carried out in the area. The oldest 
investigations, clearly indicated in the caption as well as in 
the legend (Pre-existing investigations), sometimes presented 
contrasting results. Hence, new investigations (e.g., S1), also 
highlighted in the legend (New investigations), were conduc-
ted by the Authors to settle controversial situations.

(b)	T he most relevant comment concerns the ERT (Fig. 5) re-
ported in the “Results” section.
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	T he electro-stratigraphic cross-section is scarcely com-
mented in the text mainly because it is outside the area of 
interest (i.e., the one, in Figure 3, where the investigations 
are most concentrated) and secondarily for length limita-
tion of the paper required by the Journal. The ERT was car-
ried out to gain an initial knowledge between Lesina area, 
where gypsum deposits are extensively present, and the 
area of specific interest, where boreholes have highlighted 
the absence of significant gypsum deposits in the subsoil. 
It is precisely because we are aware of the variability in 
values that gypsums can exhibit in terms of resistivity, only 
areas with resistivity values greater than 50-60 Ωm have 
been assigned to this lithology. Areas with values of a few 
Ωm were related to possible clayey-sandy soils saturated 
with brackish water (given the established local marine in-
gression). It is clear this indirect investigation alone is not 
enough to ensure the safe use of this area, making further 
and more focused investigations necessary. 

(c)	 In the “Results” section, further remarks concern SAR data.
	T o this regard, it should be noted that, as already stated in 

the Article, the ENVISAT dataset was not processed, but 
only interpreted: therefore, it cannot be considered “ori-
ginal data,” as defined in the Comment. The only original 
processed dataset is related to COSMO-SkyMed images 
(2015-2018). Moreover, we did not consider making a 
comparison with what Refice et alii (2016) reported, as 
our focus was on the area depicted in Figure 3. 

In conclusion, as clearly shown in Figure 3, the absence (or 
minimal presence) of gypsum in the subsoil can be confirmed 
only for the southeastern portion of the area depicted, where 
extensive site investigations have been conducted over time. 
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