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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 manuscript addresses a significant environmental concern by evaluating both surface water and groundwater quality in the Kapshi Lake area of Akola District, Maharashtra, using physicochemical analysis coupled with GIS-based spatial mapping. The integration of remote sensing and GIS techniques to visualize spatio-temporal variation in water quality parameters is a practically valuable approach for resource management in semi-arid regions of India. The study provides baseline hydrogeochemical data for the Kapshi watershed, which is essential for policymakers, water resource managers, and local communities to design effective contamination mitigation strategies. Furthermore, the findings contribute to understanding the linkage between anthropogenic pressures (agricultural runoff, industrial discharge, improper waste disposal) and groundwater contamination dynamics in the Deccan Plateau basaltic terrain, an area that remains underrepresented in the current literature.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the manuscript is suitable, which clearly focuses on the subject, methodological approach, and study area.
	

	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 does not provide any specific findings (eg. Maximum TDS or TH values exceeding WHO limits). What are the actual values? Adding 1–2 numerical results would strengthen it. The keyword "Physicochemical" in the keyword list contains a spelling error; it should be "Physiochemical." The abstract briefly mentions GIS integration but does not state the specific spatial analysis techniques used.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has scientific merit but contains several issues requiring correction before acceptance: 

1. SAMPLE SIZE: Only 6 water samples were collected. This is a very limited dataset for drawing broad spatial conclusions and for GIS interpolation. The authors should clearly justify this sample size or acknowledge it as a limitation.

2. No mention of Table 1 in the text. What is this table about?

3. In the Results section, the text states "Spots I, III, V, and VI had calcium hardness of 88.176 mg/l, 72.144 mg/l, 259.79 mg/l, 126.65 mg/l, and 182.76 mg/l." This lists five values for four spots, which is an error. 

4. The text mentions "concentrations of chloride at spots I, II, IV, and V were 110.76 mg/l, 85.2 mg/l, and 122.12 mg/l, respectively, three values for four spots, which is inconsistent.

5. The manuscript repeatedly references WHO or permissible limits but never explicitly states which standard (BIS, WHO, etc.) was used for comparison. A table comparing measured values with standards is strongly recommended. 

6. The title of Section 4 ("Result and Discussion") should be "Results and Discussion." 

7. The study area section contains a formatting error: "located inSurvey" (missing space). 

8. A limitation section should be provided considering the limitation in sample size and testing ranges.

9. No statistical analysis shown between the results. Are the tests repeatable?

8. The reference "Phalke, Mahesh, D and Khadri SFR. (2025)" appears twice in the reference list. Duplicates should be removed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list requires attention in several areas: (1) RECENCY: Several references are outdated (e.g., Walton 1970, Thornbury 1969, Johnson 1979, Sastri 1994, Arnold et al. 1990, Aronoff 1989). While some classical references are acceptable, the authors should supplement these with more recent publications (post-2015) on hydrogeochemistry and GIS-based water quality assessment. (2) DUPLICATES: The reference "Anji Reddy M. (2001)" appears twice. Remove the duplicate. (3) FORMAT INCONSISTENCY: Reference formatting is inconsistent; some follow the author-year style, and others do not. All references should follow a single consistent citation style as required by the journal. (4) SUGGESTED ADDITIONAL REFERENCES: The authors should consider citing recent studies on similar topics, such as Adimalla et al. (2020) on groundwater quality in semi-arid regions; Selvam et al. (2017) on hydrogeochemistry and GIS; and WHO (2017) Guidelines for Drinking-Water Quality for comparison of measured parameters.
	

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


	The quality of English is below the standard required for scholarly publication and needs significant improvement. The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, and imprecise scientific language throughout.

 1. Abstract: "The study’s findings give local communities and governments important information for creating plans that effectively control water quality.",  should be revised for clarity. 

2.  Introduction: Multiple sentences are run-on or poorly structured. 

3.  Results section: "Spot V had the highest alkalinity (640 mg/l), while Spot V had the lowest (276 mg/l). II." This is clearly a typographical error. The authors are strongly advised to have the manuscript reviewed by a professional English-language editor or use a certified English editing service prior to resubmission.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The figures (spatio-temporal variation maps, Figs. 2–10) are presented without sufficient discussion of interpolation method used in GIS. The authors should specify whether IDW, Kriging, or another technique was used.

2.  The manuscript lacks a Water Quality Index (WQI) calculation, which would make the conclusions regarding drinking suitability more scientifically rigorous. 

3. The study area map (Fig. 1) should include a scale bar, north arrow, and clear legend. 

4. Section headers are inconsistently numbered and formatted throughout the manuscript. A thorough structural review is recommended.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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