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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This paper presents a vital, repeatable paradigm for assessing groundwater resources in data-scarce, hard-rock terrains that are common in many parts of the world. By combining hydrogeomorphology and geospatial approaches, it provides a cost-effective way for identifying groundwater potential zones that goes beyond solely hydrological models. The study's proven findings are immediately practical, offering a solid foundation for sustainable groundwater management, focused exploration, and the design of artificial recharge structures. As a result, it serves as a useful model for policymakers and hydrologists seeking to address water scarcity in similar geological and climatic situations.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and effective. It properly captures the research's key components in a clear and conventional academic manner.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is comprehensive, although it may be enhanced significantly. It would be beneficial to quickly explain the validation of the results with groundwater level data, as this is a fundamental strength of the entire work. Furthermore, the conclusion might be strengthened by specifically expressing how the findings provide a scientific foundation for designing artificial recharging. These minor changes would increase the abstract's technical rigour and practical attractiveness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on a thorough examination of the manuscript, the answer is:  Yes, the manuscript is scientifically accurate. 

Here is the basis behind this evaluation. 

1. Sound Methodology The main methodology an integrated hydrogeomorphological and geospatial approach with the Weighted Index Overlay Analysis (WIOA) is a well-established and peer-reviewed standard for this type of research. Thematic layers (geology, geomorphology, slope, etc.) are suited for evaluating groundwater potential in hard-rock terrain. 

2. Logical Workflow: The entire process, from data collection and thematic layer generation to integration and analysis, is clearly explained and follows a logical scientific order. 

3. Empirical Validation. One critical strength is the validation of the final Groundwater Potential Zone (GWPZ) map against historical groundwater level data. This stage takes the model from a theoretical exercise to a validated output, proving that "excellent" zones correspond to shallower water levels and "poor" zones to deeper levels. 

4. Contextualised Findings: The findings and discussion accurately interpret the hydrogeological importance of the traits identified. For example, valley bottoms and floodplains have a high potential, and lineaments serve as conduits, which is congruent with accepted hydrogeological concepts. 

Minor Considerations (No Errors): 
As highlighted in the prior analysis, the manuscript contains minor figure numbering errors and might provide slightly more reasoning for the class breaks used in density maps. However, these are about presentation and clarity, not scientific truth. The core science, data interpretation, and conclusions are sound and accurate.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficient for Core Methodology: The references are adequate to validate the core Weighted Index Overlay Analysis (WIOA) approach, citing known articles (e.g., Magesh et al., 2012; Nag, 2018).  

Excellent Local Context: The utilisation of relatively recent studies (Mohamed et al., 2024; Praseeja & Younous, 2024) and government reports (CGWB, 2022) particular to Chittur Block is a significant strength, anchoring the research in an urgent local issue. 

Strong Theoretical Foundation: Foundational texts and principles (e.g., Singhal & Gupta, 2010) are properly credited, resulting in a robust hydrogeological foundation. 

Lacks Recent Methodological Comparisons: One significant shortcoming is the scarcity of post-2020 references that use similar integrated GIS-MCDA methodologies, making the literature assessment feel antiquated. 

Limited Regional Benchmarking: The list might be expanded to include more recent (last 3-5 years) geospatial groundwater studies from other hard-rock regions of India (e.g., Tamil Nadu, Karnataka) for better comparison. 

Recommendation: Cite a high-profile study like Arulbalaji et al. (2019) from Scientific Reports to instantly tie this work to contemporary, high-impact research in a similar location (Western Ghats). 

Recommendation - Increase Application Focus: Including a reference to siting artificial recharge structures using GIS (e.g., Bhat et al., 2022) will significantly strengthen the manuscript's practical applications section. 

Conclusion: The references are passable, but not perfect. Incorporating 2-3 recent, high-impact papers would considerably improve the manuscript's scholarly context and highlight its relevance to current research trends.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The English in this paper is perfectly accessible and does the job any reviewer will understand the science without difficulty. Most importantly, it employs the correct technical terms. 

However, there are a few rough edges that indicate it was written by a non-native speaker. There will be some slightly clunky phrasing, such as "The categories that were seen in the LULC map was verified...", as well as some repetition in essential terms. It isn't awful grammar, but it lacks the polished smoothness of a native writer. 

My advice? It's certainly decent enough to submit, but if you want to make it stand out and prevent any small distractions for reviewers, a short pass by a native-speaking coworker or a professional editing service will smooth out the last few creases. The base is sturdy; all it needs is a little polish.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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