Comments on the revised version
Some aspects of the paper have been improved considerably but the authors reply is not nearly as detailed as my comments were, and there remain open questions, which I list again below.


(1) My question whether “instrument simulation was performed” remains to be answered. If the 1-Hz-geophones are typical short-period velocity sensors they undergo a 180°-phase rotation at 1 Hz. According to Ringler et al. (2018, SRL 89(5), their Fig. 5) the Z-Lands have the same type of response but undergo the phase rotation at 5 Hz. If this is not accounted for, the phase responses don’t cancel in the ZL-Tx-correlations of eq 3 (as opposed to the ZL-ZL, or Tx-Tx-correlations) but are projected directly into the Green’s function. Since the frequency-range 2-10 Hz was essential to the MASW, I don’t understand how it was possible to successfully perform MASW with ZL-Tx-correlations. Could you provide some details on the residual reduction for the different parts of the profile? Are your segments so short that you never really use ZL-Tx-correlations?
In the revised version, you write that “the FK transform shows that the ZLand recorders have a stronger response at low frequencies (< 5 Hz)”. In contrast, their response shows that they decay ~ω2 below 5 Hz, where the 1-Hz-geophones are probably still on the flat passband. Please clarify.

(2) Please reply to my previous comment “I fully understand that there are many reasons why VP might not be indicative for the GWT but not in this case of unconsolidated sand, where one would expect a sudden increase of VP at the GWT from maybe 800-1200 to ~1700-1800 (as seen in the well). It would be appropriate to make a first interpretation of the GWT from a contour line in the range ~1500-1800 m/s, and then check, if such a contour line coincides with the interpretation of the GWT from VP/VS-ratios.”
(3) Regarding the Dix-velocities and the authors reply (“As a result of all these uncertainties, we refrain from a detailed discussion of the lower section of the sediment fill”): Then please remove the Vp-curve and the derived Vp/Vs-curves from the Fig. 11.(Then you’d also get rid of a problem that Vp in Figure 11 indicates the bedrock at 1600 m, where it increases sharply to 3300 m/s, while you interpret it 150 m deeper, where there is no change in Vp.)
(4) Regarding Gardner: Why don’t you write your comment in your paper?
(5) Regarding the ratio profile length to wavelength: Generally, the impact from being able to use 0.3 rather than 1.5 is very significant: You can use frequencies five times smaller than according to the rule-of-thumb, meaning you can look five times deeper than others. If that Is so (?), it would be important to claim it and to analyze more carefully why that is. Naively, one would expect that empirical GF from noise, because they are tainted by non-homogeneous source distribution, require tougher standards. So, what differences in source-receiver-configurations, or dispersion measurement etc, do you refer to, and what would be their impact?
