Response to Reviewers A
	No.
	Reviewer’s Comment
	Response
	Revision Made

	A1
	The abstract mentions deviations due to site-specific conditions, but these deviations are not quantified and are vague.
	Thank you for the comment. The abstract has been revised to quantify the deviations between measured and theoretical noise levels. Additional attenuation of 7.29 dB at 110 m and 11.85 dB at 160 m is now explicitly stated, along with the main environmental factors influencing these deviations.
	Quantitative deviation values and clearer descriptions of site-specific factors were added to the Abstract.

	A2
	The rationale for choosing measurement distances of 11 m, 110 m, and 160 m is not clearly explained.
	We appreciate this suggestion. The manuscript now clarifies that these distances represent near-field conditions (11 m) and typical distances of nearby residential buildings (110 m and 160 m) from the pile driving site.
	Additional justification has been added to the Introduction and Research Method sections.

	A3
	The statement regarding the lack of field-based data is too general.
	Thank you for this insight. The Introduction has been revised to explicitly emphasize the lack of field-based environmental noise measurements under Indonesian residential conditions, particularly studies comparing measured data with theoretical models.
	The gap analysis in the Introduction has been rewritten for clarity and specificity.

	A4
	The manuscript does not mention whether background (ambient) noise measurements were conducted.
	We agree with this comment. Ambient noise measurements were conducted at the same locations before pile driving activities. The observed ambient noise levels ranged between 50–60 dBA.
	A description of ambient noise measurements has been added to Section 2.5.

	A5
	The Results and Discussion section lacks comparison with previous studies.
	Thank you for this comment. Comparisons with previous studies have been strengthened by adding Table 1, which summarizes recent related research, and by expanding discussions comparing measured results with theoretical and published findings.
	A comparative table and expanded discussion were added to the Results and Discussion section.

	A6
	The discussion of attenuation factors is generic and lacks site-specific description.
	We appreciate this observation. The revised manuscript now includes site-specific descriptions such as vegetation cover, open agricultural land, and partial obstruction by residential structures, which influence sound attenuation.
	Additional site-specific environmental descriptions were added to the Results and Discussion section.






Response to Reviewers B
	No.
	Reviewer’s Comment
	Response
	Revision Made

	B1
	Figures should not appear in the Introduction; Figure 1 should be moved to the Research Method section.
	Thank you for the suggestion. The figure showing the research location has been relocated to the Research Method section.
	Figure 1 has been moved to Section 2.

	B2
	The aim of the study should be written in paragraph form, not point-by-point.
	We appreciate this comment. The study objectives have been rewritten in paragraph form to improve readability and narrative flow.
	The objectives section in the Introduction has been revised.

	B3
	The novelty and gap analysis should be clearly stated, including whether similar studies have been conducted in Indonesia.
	Thank you for this important comment. The Introduction has been substantially revised to clearly present the novelty and research gap. Table 1 now highlights the position of this study relative to recent research, emphasizing its contribution as a field-based study under Indonesian residential conditions.
	A detailed gap analysis and novelty explanation were added, supported by a comparative table.

	B4
	Please explain the reason for choosing Kulon Progo Regency as the study location.
	We appreciate this suggestion. The manuscript now explains that Kulon Progo was selected due to its proximity to pile driving activities related to the Yogyakarta International Airport railway project and the exposure of nearby residential areas.
	Additional justification for site selection was added to Section 2.1.

	B5
	The specifications of all instruments used should be described in detail.
	Thank you for the comment. Detailed specifications of the sound level meter, including measurement range, frequency weighting, calibration procedure, and compliance standards, are now provided.
	Instrument specifications were expanded in Section 2.4 and summarized in Table 3.

	B6
	All figures should be clearly explained and discussed by comparison with previous studies.
	We agree with this comment. All figures are now clearly explained and discussed in relation to theoretical expectations and previous studies.
	Expanded explanations and comparative discussions were added to the Results and Discussion section.

	B7
	Please clearly state the main findings of the manuscript.
	Thank you for this suggestion. The main findings are now clearly summarized in the Results and Conclusion sections, emphasizing regulatory exceedance and deviation from theoretical predictions.
	The Results and Conclusion sections were strengthened.

	B8
	Please format the references according to the JPA guidelines.
	We appreciate this comment. All references have been revised to comply with the formatting requirements of the Journal of Physics and Its Applications.
	The reference list has been reformatted according to JPA guidelines.



