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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.


	The issue addressed is one of the key problems for hydrological prediction, dealing with the nonlinear and non-stationary characteristics of runoff time series, and therefore, this manuscript is of significance to the scientific community. In this work, by applying secondary signal decomposition and deep learning, it provides a straightforward and application-oriented solution of decomposing complex temporal patterns prior to prediction, which may serve to overcome some of the shortcomings of purely data driven models. The results further illustrate how adaptive decomposition and sequence learning networks can be combined to model a wide-ranging spectrum of short term variations and long-term dependencies in hydrological processes. In summary, the methodology provides a valuable path for enquiry for scientists undertaking environmental time series analysis, water resource management, and the explosive growth in machine learning applications in geophysical research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is technically correct, but it is weak from a journal point of view as it is somewhat outdated and does not make unique scientific contribution of this study clearly. Since “Second Decomposition” might not be familiar to an extensive research audience, also the title does not discuss explicitly the major problems of nonlinearity, non-stationarity, and multi scale feature extraction the work deals with. An appropriate and up-to-date alternative could be “Hybrid Secondary Decomposition and CNN BiLSTM Model for Nonlinear Monthly Runoff Prediction” which effectively represents both the problem and the solution methodology in a concise and impactful manner.
	

	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 clear and well-organized and a good problem statement, description of the proposed model, study area and performance results are included which are all necessary information for the readers. Nonetheless, from the point of view of a scientific journal it still sounds like an announcement of results rather than a research abstract that can inform comprehensively.  You may consider briefly adding one sentence that clarifies the main research gap, for example that existing single decomposition or single model approaches struggle with strongly non stationary runoff series, so that the motivation is sharper. It would also help to include a short methodological clarification, such as how the secondary decomposition is guided, for instance by sample entropy, since this is a key mechanism of the framework. In addition, mentioning the length of the data record and the training and testing strategy in a very compact form would strengthen the scientific transparency of the study. On the other hand, you could slightly reduce the emphasis on listing all performance metrics and instead keep one or two core indicators while focusing more on what the results mean for hydrological forecasting or water resource management in practice.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Methodologically, the manuscript is rigorously sound, as the used decomposition methods, the deep learning model and the evaluation metrics are suitable and coherently applied to the problem of nonlinear and non-stationary runoff forecasting. The mathematics is not that deep nor are there any major conceptual errors. However, a few critical aspects of implementation and validation are either under-described or not described, which limits reproducibility and the overall robustness of the scientific claim.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The citations are mostly appropriate and some are fairly recent in the area of hydrological forecasting and deep learning. Still, the list may be completed with some latest review papers on hybrid and deep learning based runoff forecasting as well as comparative analyses with other decompositions techniques like VMD, EEMD or wavelets. Incorporating such works would have your study better situated in the general and the most current body of research.
	

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


	The language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication, and the manuscript is understandable throughout. However, some sentences are slightly repetitive or structurally rigid, and a few expressions sound translated rather than naturally academic. A careful round of professional language polishing would improve clarity, flow, and overall academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript deals with an important and current issue and the developed hybrid signal decomposition technique and deep learning based framework for complex hydrological time series looks promising and is technically sound. The paper as a whole is well written and the results suggest it is predictive. Nevertheless, the contribution to science would be much enhanced if reproducibility is increased by clearer reporting of the parameters, validation is extended beyond one station, and if statistical and/or robustness analyses would be added to support the claims on performance. More physical interpretation of the decomposed components and their hydrological implications in the discussion would also add value of the paper for the wider water resources community. In general, the study is promising but needs stronger methodological justification and experimental design.
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