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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 manuscript is highly relevant for the scientific and agricultural community, particularly in semi-arid regions like India. It provides critical, data-driven insights into the water requirements of a vital pulse crop, chickpea, using a standardized and widely accepted model (CROPWAT 8.0). The 30-year climatic baseline (1993-2023) adds robustness to the findings. The results offer practical irrigation scheduling recommendations that can directly contribute to enhancing water-use efficiency, improving crop productivity, and supporting sustainable water resource management in rainfed-deficit agroclimatic zones.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is accurate but could be more concise and impactful. Suggested alternative title: Assessing Crop Water and Irrigation Requirements for Chickpea Cultivation in Prayagraj, India using the CROPWAT 8.0 Model.
	

	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 but can be slightly improved. It should explicitly state the source of the meteorological data (NASA POWER) for reproducibility. The final sentence could be strengthened to more clearly state the practical application of the study's findings. 
Suggestion for addition: "The study utilizes long-term meteorological data from the NASA POWER database..." 
Suggestion for the conclusion: "...highlighting the necessity for strategic irrigation management, particularly during the critical mid-season stage, to enhance water-use efficiency and sustain chickpea productivity under rainfed-deficit conditions." 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology follows FAO standards (Penman-Monteith equation, use of standard Kc values from FAO 56, USDA SCS method for effective rainfall). The results are clearly presented and discussed in the context of crop phenology and existing literature. The conclusions are logically derived from the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally appropriate but could be updated. Key recent studies (post-2020) on CROPWAT applications in similar contexts are missing. 
Suggestions for additional references:
1. Araya et al. (2021) - "CROPWAT Model-Based Estimation of Crop Water Requirements and Water Productivity for Some Legumes in the Semi-Arid Region of Ethiopia." This would provide a direct regional comparison. 

2. Sharma & Singh (2022) - "Evaluation of CROPWAT Model for Evapotranspiration and Crop Water Requirement Estimation of Mustard in Semi-Arid Region of Rajasthan, India." This reinforces the model's application for rabi crops in India. 

	

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

	The language is generally good and understandable. However, there are minor grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and formatting inconsistencies (e.g., inconsistent reference formatting, spacing issues like "Kc1)", "ET~o~"). A thorough proofreading is recommended to polish the language to a high standard.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Strengths: The study addresses a relevant problem, uses a robust methodology, and has clear, valuable outputs for farmers and policymakers.
Weaknesses:
1. Figures: The review document includes figures (image1.png, image2.emf, etc.) but the manuscript text does not refer to or discuss them. They must be properly numbered (e.g., Figure 1, Figure 2), captioned, and integrated into the Results and Discussion section.  
2. Climatic Data: While NASA POWER is a valid source, a brief justification for its use over local station data would be beneficial.
3. Discussion: The discussion could be deepened by more directly comparing the calculated CWR and IWR values with those from other chickpea studies in similar agroclimatic zones.
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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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