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	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.


	Overall, Groundwater Quality: According to Indian standards (IS 10500:2012), 76% of the 21 samples that were collected fell within the acceptable TDS level of 500 mg/L, indicating that the groundwater quality in the Dungarpur area is typically good. The district-wide average TDS value is roughly 440 mg/L. 

Areas with High TDS: Certain areas exhibit TDS levels that are higher than acceptable thresholds. At 1225 mg/L, Odabada has the highest reported TDS, followed by Virwada (778 mg/L) and Simalwada (607 mg/L). With the greatest TDS values, Bichhiwara Tehsil is found to be the most afflicted area, suggesting possible groundwater contamination or natural mineral dissolution. 

On the other side, some places, such Chandradiya (227 mg/L), Kanba (298 mg/L), and Aspur (285 mg/L), have extremely low TDS levels. Although this shows great purity, the research speculates that the water may be deficient in important minerals and may need to be supplemented before being consumed. The tehsils of Aspur, Sabla, Galiakot, and Chikhli are known to have the lowest levels of TDS.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Spatial Assessment of Groundwater Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) and Its Implications for Drinking and Irrigation in Dungarpur District, Rajasthan, India.
	

	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 effectively summarizes the study's purpose, main findings, and suggestions. Nonetheless, it could be slightly shortened for better clarity, include a brief mention of the methods and seasonality, and optionally address its socio-economic importance. Eliminating repetitive details will enhance readability and make it more appropriate for journal submission.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodological correct. The study follows accepted principle of groundwater quality assessment and uses standard guidelines and references appropriately. However, a few minor scientific clarification and refinements are suggested to strengthen its rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Assessment of groundwater quality and geochemical characteristics in a semi-arid region in western India. 
Aquatic macroinvertebrate diversity and water quality assessment in Vembannur Wetland, Tamil Nadu, India.
	

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


	The overall language and English quality of the manuscript are suitable for scholarly communication, and the text is generally clear, coherent, and professional.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Comments:


· To enhance readability and logical progression, consider more distinctly separating the Results and Discussion sections, either by using subheadings or by implementing clearer transitions. 

· The opening paragraph effectively outlines the range and average TDS values; however, distinguishing the results from the interpretation (discussion) with more explicit transitions or subheadings would enhance clarity.
· Figure 3 effectively illustrates spatial variation; ensure that the legend units and class intervals are clearly visible and referenced consistently in the text.

· This subsection is well-aligned with the study objectives. Including specific examples or citations related to Aravalli lithology influencing TDS would further strengthen this argument.

· The irrigation-related impacts were well explained. A short reference to irrigation suitability guidelines (e.g. FAO or WHO) could enhance the rigor of the study.

· The conclusion successfully encapsulates the main discoveries. Kindly summarize the unique contribution this study makes to groundwater research in southern Rajasthan.
· Recognizing research gaps is suitable in this scenario. Offering detailed methodological recommendations, such as tracer studies and seasonal monitoring, would enhance clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical concerns are identified in this study. 

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	A plagiarism similarity index of 7% is acceptable and within permissible limits for scholarly publication 
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	Major Revision: (7)
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