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We thank this team of reviewers for acknowledging that our research addresses an
important topic.

However, we take objection to statements made in the review which are false.

Moreover, we take objection to language used in the review which is harsh and disre-
spectful.

The reviewers write, “The paper claims to introduce a more advanced version of the
water footprint (WF) methodology.”

C2113

We would like to state very clearly that we make no such claim.

One of the methods we employ is the revised water footprint methodology of Ridoutt
and Pfister (2009). This revised methodology is particularly suited to water footprinting
at the product level. One particular advantage is that it enables a quantitative compar-
ison between products and production systems in terms of their potential to contribute
to water scarcity.

As such, we have calculated the water footprint of fresh mango using a recognised
methodology which has been accepted for publication in an international peer-reviewed
science journal of high ranking. This is a respected methodology which is also now
being used in industry by some of the largest global food companies.

Approaches to water footprinting, such as that described by Chapagain and Hoekstra
(2004), are useful for certain kinds of analyses. However, forms of water footprinting
that do not include a quantitative impact assessment have been found to be prob-
lematic when applied at the product level as a driver of sustainable production and
consumption. (Ridoutt et al. 2009). The revised water footprinting calculation method
of Ridoutt and Pfister (2009) has particular advantages in this respect.

Therefore, we do not claim that the approach to water footprinting used in this research
is more advanced. Indeed, such language does not appear in our manuscript.

What the reviewers fail to acknowledge is that the water footprint concept is in a state of
evolution in order to meet the diversity of applications being proposed. With a variety of
international initiatives currently addressing water footprinting methodologies, including
an ISO work programme, further refinement and redefinition of the concept is likely. We
regard this activity as healthy and an example of the scientific process at work.

Any criticism the reviewers have of the revised water footprint calculation method of
Ridoutt and Pfister (2009) would be better directed toward the publication where it
appears rather than the current case study of mango food chain waste. In focussing so
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particularly on the water footprinting method, the reviewers take the focus away from
the actual purposes of the research and the importance of the findings.

We would argue that for the purposes of our research, we have used the most appro-
priate form of water footprint calculation. However, that said, we also report the virtual
water content of the mango products and waste. Therefore, if other authors wish to
evaluate our findings using other water footprint methods (either existing methods or
those which may be developed in future) our paper will permit this.

The reviewers claim that our research ignores, “. . .the primary and established role of
the WF in water resources management.”

We do not wish to debate what is primary and what is secondary. However, in our
experience, the greatest interest in the water footprint concept to date has come from
the private sector, particularly food and beverage manufacturers, and this has been
in relation to Corporate Social Responsibility reporting and supply chain risk manage-
ment. In our experience, the water footprint concept has had little application to date
by catchment managers or those responsible for water supply.

That said, we repeat our earlier remark that the water footprint concept is in a state
of evolution in order to meet a diversity of applications: some product-oriented, some
watershed-oriented and others which are national or regional in scope.
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