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I thank Dr. Yeh and his colleagues for pointing out
an obvious mistake in Equations 12 and 15 of Renard
(2005). They are right that the dimensionless radius rD
was incorrectly left out of these equations. The correct
equations (12) and (15), as indicated by Yeh et al., are
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However, I would like to emphasize that the main
point of Renard (2005) was to propose an approximate
expression (Equation 18) for the discharge rate in the
well during a constant head test in the presence of a re-
charge boundary. This equation was derived from the
analysis of the closed-form analytical solution in the Lap-

lace domain (Equation 13). These two equations are cor-
rect, and therefore the main results of Renard (2005)
remain unchanged.

Another aspect of the comment of Yeh et al. (this
issue) is that they develop and propose a new integral ex-
pression for the inverse Laplace transform of Equation 13.
They calculate this integral with high accuracy by com-
bining different numerical techniques. This is a valuable
improvement that allows, for example, checking the accu-
racy of different numerical techniques. But I argue that in
terms of practical application, the accuracy of the solu-
tion proposed by Renard (2005) is sufficient, considering
all the other possible sources of errors such as the hetero-
geneity of the aquifer, potential noise in the data, uncer-
tainty in the values of the effective parameters, or
irregular shape of the constant head boundary when ap-
plying those analytical solutions to interpret field data or
to make forecasts. The magnitude of the above-men-
tioned errors is certainly much higher than the maximum
error (2%) due to the approximation made with Equation
18. Finally, a clear advantage of Equation 18 compared
to Equation 5 of Yeh et al. is that it can easily be used in
any spreadsheet without having to program a sophisti-
cated algorithm.
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