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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 addresses a critical issue of enhancing water productivity in agriculture, which is vital for food security in water-scarce regions. The study provides valuable, quantifiable data on how managed agroforestry, specifically through tree pruning, can optimize the water footprint of a rice-based system. The findings are highly relevant for policymakers and farmers in South Asia, offering a practical strategy to achieve "more crop per drop." The research contributes significantly to the fields of agroforestry and sustainable water resource management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable but contains a minor typo ("foot print" should be one word: "footprint"). For greater precision and impact, it could be slightly refined.

Suggested alternative title: "Optimizing Water Footprint in a Dalbergia sissoo-Rice Agroforestry System through Tree Pruning Intensity"
	

	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 improved for clarity and impact.
1. Addition: The abstract should explicitly state the key finding that 25% pruning was optimal. It mentions the values but should clearly conclude that P~25~ was the best treatment.
2. Clarity: The sentence "Paddy ounce, paddy stubble, big size timber... were renovate in to paddy equivalent yield" contains errors ("ounce" likely a typo for "grain", "renovate" should be "converted"). This must be corrected for clarity.
3. Conclusion: The final sentence could be stronger, summarizing the practical implication (e.g., "Light pruning at 25% intensity is recommended for minimizing water footprint in similar agroforestry systems.")
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. The experimental design (strip plot with replications) is appropriate. The methodology for calculating water footprint components (green, blue, grey) follows established international guidelines (Hoekstra et al., 2011) and uses standard tools like CROPWAT. The results are well-supported by statistical analysis (SEm, CD). The discussion logically explains the results by linking pruning intensity to yield and water use efficiency, and it is well-supported by relevant literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and include key foundational texts as well as recent, relevant studies. They adequately support the introduction and discussion.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable but requires thorough proofreading to correct grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and typos. Examples include: "Field trail" (trail), "renovate" (converted), "at par" (this is repeated often; consider using "statistically similar"), and "all there components" (their). While not a barrier to understanding the science, improved language will enhance the manuscript's clarity and professionalism.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Table 2: The data in Table 2 is confusing. It shows identical water use (WU) values for all pruning levels (13381 m³ ha⁻¹). The manuscript correctly states there was no significant difference, but this result requires a brief explanation in the text. Was this because the water input (rainfall, irrigation) was the same for all plots, and only the yield (the denominator in WF calculation) differed? This should be clarified.
2. Figures: The figures (Fig. 1, 2, 3, 4) are referenced but not included in the provided document. The review is based on the assumption that these are clear and accurately represent the data described in the text and tables.
3. Clarity in Methods: The explanation of how tree water requirement (TWR) was calculated using a coefficient of 1 could be briefly justified, as it is a significant assumption.
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