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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 is of utmost importance to the scientific community as it offers a decade-long, data-driven study on water resource budgeting in southwestern central canal command area (an issue critical to food and water security in semi-arid regions), which has become increasingly rare. It bridges the gap between technical water budgeting and socio-economic considerations by utilizing hydrological assessment alongside a natural resource economic perspective, offering insight beyond engineering efficiency. The results not only show water efficiency problems with current usage but also provide practical recommendations for sustainable irrigation and crop management, which can be used as a basis for modeling comparable areas with seasonal water shortages.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes

A more concise and engaging alternative could be:

Water Resource Budgeting and Sustainability in the Narayanpur Left Bank Canal Command: Insights from a Natural Resource Economics Approach
	

	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 in its description of the research subject, methodology used, main findings (supply, demand, deficits), and key implications for water management. Even so, a few adjustments could enhance its clarity and relevance for readers:

Suggestions for improvement:

A research gap has been identified in the abstract, which is currently more like a summary of findings. It would be more persuasive to briefly explain the significance of this study in comparison to previous research, such as the first long-term budgeting for NLBC or the integration of economics into irrigation analysis.

Incorporate a single sentence that emphasizes the economic trade-off or policy significance of the outcomes, such as crop planning, irrigation policy, or sustainable resource allocation.

The preciseness of the numbers: While incorporating important figures (such as 31.27), MHaCm supply, 36.18. MHaCm demand, 4.91. The reading public can be overwhelmed by a significant numerical deficit in the MHaCm category, which is good. Intent on keeping only the most important statistic (e.g: 15.7 per cent of annual deficit) and moving details to the results section.

Intense implication: End with a more optimistic inference, like "The results provide reassurances of the effectiveness and safety of irrigation methods utilized in other semi-arid canal jurisdictions.


In briefly: Keep it simple eliminate less critical numbers, and at the end insert something that makes it more attractive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It's a good call, but there are some scientific problems and inconsistencies that need to be addressed before I can consider it sound.

The budgeting framework (SOW/DFW equations), 10-year horizon, and season-wise accounting are suitable and well-defined. Important figures (e.g. 31.27 total) for electricity. MHaCm vs. demand 36.18. The annual deficit estimate is based on the uniformity of MHaCm across each section.
What needs correction/strengthening.

Conveyance losses inconsistency (major):
Eq. assumes of average conveyance losses at 50% in Methods. The results show that the canal's total drawn is 27.40. Only 1.19 are represented by MHaCm and "losses". MHaCm (≈4.34%), yielding 26.21. MHaCm net. Unlined/long canal networks have a much lower percentage of 4–5% than the 50% assumption. Elaborate on the reconciliation of assumed loss with computed loss or clarify why operational data permits 4–5%. ". Unless there is some internal variation, the SOW calculation will be inconsistent.

Citation and/or sensitivity are essential for fixed covariances.

Use 15% of average rainfall as a basis for effective rainfall; either provide an appropriate method or cite an accepted methodology, such as USDA SCS/FAO-506. Explain the appropriateness of this percentage for both seasons. A sensitivity test that is short ranging from 10% to 25% would indicate the robustness of the deficit.

Domestic (150. L/person/day) and livestock (35. Clarify the differences between rural and urban areas, as well as livestock species mix. Please use a reference point to clarify L/animal/day standards. Assess the weightage of water needs for different species instead of relying on one value.

Local ET0/ETc data should be used to assess the requirements for crop water, such as paddy and sugarcane, which are based on regional agronomy/FAO tables and require irrigation.

Seasonal demand accounting clarity:
The Rabi/Summer demand ratio is shown in Table 5 to be 10.57. MHaCm and bi-seasonal = 4.65. Table 6 indicates that the Rabi/Summer demand ratio is 15.22. The term MHaCm is like Rabi/Summer combined with bi-seasonal. Make sure to include this in the caption/text without confusion.

Unit transparency:

Explain the MHaCm unit and provide a numerical equivalent for (1 ha-cm = 100 m3; 1). By utilizing MHaCm = 100 million m3, readers can relate the results to cubic kilometers.

Scope of supply sources:
Your consideration is limited to canal + efficient rainfall. If the groundwater or return flows are significant, such as in canal commands, it is usually not included, and estimates are not made. Separate the significance of excluding them from the deficit sign/magnitude.

Uncertainty/validation:
Encompass a concise segmentation on data quality (secondary dataset constraints), cross-examinations (such as comparing computed crop demand with observed deliveries/outturn), and straightforward uncertainty limits.

The authors have made reasonable conclusions about the main findings of the manuscript, such as seasonal inadequacies, the prevalence of paddy/sugarcane in sales, and the necessity for efficiency and crop-shift measures. Clearly explaining the conveyance-loss inconsistency, providing a rationale for key coefficient/assumptions, and clarifying seasonal aggregation will make the analysis scientifically tight and ready for publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant but should be expanded with methodological standards (FAO), global sustainability works, and economics-focused studies. This will not only update the literature base but also reinforce the “natural resource economics” contribution highlighted in the title.
	

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


	Yes…. However, a few modifications could enhance readability and academic refinement:.

For example. the abstract and results section contains numerous long, numeric sentences that can be overwhelming to the reader. Rearranging the statements into shorter, more reflective pieces would enhance their clarity.

Inconsistency in tense: When writing down results, the manuscript may alternate between past and present tenses. Employing the past tense as the verb for results and interpretation with that word would be more effortless.

The unit MHaCm should be explained in terms that are easier to understand for those unfamiliar with Indian irrigation metrics.

The academic tone is important when using phrases like "undersert the importance of better water management" and it could be more formal as "reasons for improving water control procedures."

Minimal style concerns: Ensure that decimal points are used uniformly (e.g, "1.99” stands for "1.99)” or "1,99"), and unify reference style (certain entries list initials differently).".
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical concerns are present. A short declaration of conflict of interest and funding would complete the ethical requirements for scholarly publication.
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