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	Abstract
1. The study's objective is clear, but the first sentence could be more reader-friendly. Consider revising it to:
"This research aimed to develop average representative unit hydrographs (UHs) for the upper Warana River basin in Maharashtra, India, by employing a combination of empirical methods."
2. The comparison of Snyder’s method with alternative techniques is insightful. However, it would be helpful to briefly clarify the comparison process—was it based on statistical validation, graphical analysis, or both?
3. Highlight the importance of the low percentage error observed in Snyder’s method and its implications for hydrological modeling in ungauged basins.
Introduction
1. The introduction begins with a general overview but lacks a concise thesis statement. A brief outline of the research problem or knowledge gap addressed by this study should be introduced earlier.
2. The mention of the lack of gauging stations in the Krishna basin provides strong justification for the study. Adding specific statistics or examples would strengthen the argument by illustrating the gravity of this issue.
3. The historical context of SUH methods is well-presented. However, the transition to the Warana River basin study feels abrupt. Including a bridging statement explaining why the Warana basin serves as an ideal case study would enhance the flow.
4. The discussion of various methodologies (e.g., Snyder, SCS, Commons) is valuable, but clarity could be improved by adding a table summarizing these methods and their key attributes.
5. Cited studies, such as Patel and Thorvat, Idfi et al., are relevant. Briefly describing how these works informed or inspired the research design would provide helpful context.
Study Area
1. While the geographic details are comprehensive, consider including land use or vegetation cover information, as these significantly affect runoff behavior.
2. The description of the river's topography is informative. For added clarity, specify how the flat rolling terrain in the eastern basin contrasts with the mountainous west in influencing hydrological processes.
3. The use of QGIS 3.16 and SRTM data is commendable. Detailing preprocessing steps, such as DEM resolution adjustments or validation techniques, would enhance the methodological description.
4. The seventh-order stream basin classification is explained clearly, but its significance in runoff modeling should be elaborated upon.
5. The morphometric analysis using Horton and Strahler methods is well-covered. Adding references or equations for specific parameters, such as stream frequency or drainage density, would provide more technical depth.
Material and Methodology
1. The objective of deriving physiographic characteristics for UH derivation is mentioned but could be phrased more clearly. Explicitly linking the physiographic parameters to the chosen methods and results would strengthen the statement.
2. The data sources (Hydrology Project Circle, Nashik, India) and study stations (Shigaon and Sarud) are appropriately cited. However, additional details about the time frame of data collection and data resolution/quality would provide better context. Were the rain gauges and river gauging stations calibrated for accuracy during the study period?
3. The selection of "low-flow months" is relevant but requires further justification. Why were June, September, and October specifically chosen? Include how these align with Singh (1994)'s criteria for low-flow conditions. Suggested addition:
"These months were selected based on regional hydrological patterns, which align with Singh (1994)'s criteria for identifying low-flow periods."
4. While the derivation of UHs from 23 isolated storm events is well-documented, further discussion of the variation in peak discharge (QP) and time to peak (TP) is necessary. Were these variations statistically analyzed for significance?
5. The LOOCV method is described effectively, but its rationale could be explained further. Why was LOOCV chosen over other validation methods, and how does it enhance prediction accuracy?
6. The discussion on morphometric characteristics and their implications for water management is thoughtful. Expanding on specific examples of how these findings could inform watershed management practices would add practical value.
Results and Discussion
1. The derivation of the unit hydrograph (UH) is introduced clearly. However, further explanation of why a 1-hour duration was chosen for the Warana basin would enhance comprehension. Discuss the hydrological or practical considerations behind this decision, such as storm event characteristics, data availability, or local rainfall patterns.
2. While the use of Thiessen weights is explained thoroughly, the methodology for calculating these weights could be expanded upon. Including an equation or a visual representation of the Thiessen network map would make this process more transparent and easier to follow.
3. The application of Subramanya's equation (Eq. 19) to determine the hydrograph endpoint is reasonable. However, the adjustment for smaller basins—selecting 67.0 hours as the endpoint—appears subjective. Providing a quantitative basis or validation for this selection would strengthen the argument.
4. The iterative process of matching observed and computed hydrographs is briefly mentioned. Including a clear explanation of the criteria used for defining a "favorable comparison" would improve reproducibility and clarity for future researchers.
5. The error metrics (e.g., ERMS, efficiency) are presented well. However, elaborating on why ARUH-12 performs better than ARUH-18 in specific metrics would offer valuable insights. Are these differences attributable to the physical characteristics of the basin or variations in data quality?
6. The comparison of synthetic methods (Snyder, SCS, Commons, CWC) is informative. To improve clarity, include a summary in the form of a comparative table or narrative highlighting the strengths, weaknesses, and ideal scenarios for each method.
Conclusion
1. The conclusion effectively summarizes key findings but needs stronger justification for why Snyder's method outperformed others. Reiterate the specific metrics or basin characteristics that contributed to its success.
2. While the statement about applying Snyder's coefficients to similar hydroclimatic regions is valid, include a cautionary note. Highlight the limitations of generalizing these coefficients to ungauged basins with varying morphometric properties to ensure balanced conclusions.
3. The recommendation of Snyder’s method as a preferred approach is practical. However, the text could benefit from a discussion on future research directions. For instance, could emerging technologies such as machine learning or data assimilation techniques enhance SUH predictions in ungauged basins?
4. Clarify the criteria used to select isolated storm events for analysis. Were certain storms excluded due to issues with data quality or unusual rainfall-runoff behavior? Adding these details would enhance methodological transparency.
5. For ARUH-18, provide additional context about the basin characteristics that make it particularly representative. Could this approach also be applied to basins with more variable rainfall-runoff responses?
6. The hydrograph shapes under Commons' and CWC methods are described as providing "poor estimates." Quantifying this observation with specific metrics or visual comparisons would lend more credibility to the assessment.
7. In comparing SUH methods, explain the rationale behind using the SCS dimensionless SUH despite its overprediction in Sub-basin 1. Could this method still be appropriate under certain conditions, and if so, which ones?
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