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	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 use of soft computing is a desirable approach for prediction of groundwater level predictions in regions such as Upper Bhawani where water management is important for various uses including agriculture and urban needs. This study is aimed at providing comparative analysis using three techniques such as ANN, FFNN, and KNN, offering a comparative framework for selecting the most effective approach. By addressing groundwater level fluctuations with data-driven techniques, the research contributes to informed decision-making and resource management, ultimately aiding in the development of sustainable water conservation strategies.
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