Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Scientific Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JSRR_129313

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Comparative Analysis of ANN, FNN, KNN Models for Groundwater Level Prediction in upper Bhavani region in Coimbatore, Tamil Nadu

	Type of the Article
	


General guidelines for the Peer Review process: 

This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound.

To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general-editorial-policy/
Important Policies Regarding Peer Review

Peer review Comments Approval Policy: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer-review-comments-approval-policy/  

Benefits for Reviewers: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits-for-reviewers 
	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 article provides a comparative analysis of ANN, FNN, and KNN models for predicting groundwater levels, making an important contribution to water resource management. Groundwater prediction is critical for water security, agricultural productivity, and environmental sustainability. This study aims to help manage water resources more efficiently by identifying the environmental factors influencing groundwater levels.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate. An alternative could be “Groundwater Level Prediction: A Comparison of ANN, FNN, and KNN Models.”
	

	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 generally comprehensive. However, it would be beneficial to emphasize the superior performance of the KNN model and briefly mention the effects of environmental factors.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The methods used and the results obtained are consistent with the existing literature. Statistical analyses and model evaluation criteria have been applied correctly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and up-to-date. However, it is recommended to include more recent studies related to the topic. Suggested additional sources could include articles published in the last 5 years.
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally suitable for academic communication. However, some sentence structures could be made more fluent, and grammatical errors may need to be corrected. Consistent use of technical terms is important.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article presents an important study in the field of groundwater prediction. Providing more details on the model comparisons could help readers better understand the results. The quality and clarity of visuals could also be improved.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, there do not appear to be any ethical issues in the article. The data collection processes and use of sources seem to be in accordance with ethical guidelines.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No, there is no information provided about competing interests in the article. It appears that the authors have worked independently and that their findings are unbiased.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	There is no suspicion of plagiarism in the article. However, it is important for the authors to accurately cite their own work and other sources.
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Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
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Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8.5 (Minor Revision)


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	It is important for the authors to consider the suggested revisions and review the article accordingly. Specifically, providing more detailed presentations of model performances will enhance the impact of the study.
1. Please tell us a little more about the motivation for the study.

2. Please tabulate your results and make them more understandable.

3. In the references section, please add the studies done with water using ANN.

4.Please give information about cluster analysis.

5. Give information about the models you used.
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