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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	This manuscript addresses an important challenge in the field of agricultural hydrology and water resource management — estimating evapotranspiration (ET₀) using data-driven techniques under limited data conditions. The use of Artificial Neural Networks (ANN) to simplify the FAO-56 Penman–Monteith method by reducing dependency on multiple climatic inputs offers significant practical value for data-scarce regions. The study contributes meaningfully to precision irrigation, sustainable water management, and climate modeling by demonstrating efficient ET₀ prediction with minimal meteorological parameters. The approach aligns with ongoing global efforts toward applying AI in hydrometeorological modeling and climate adaptation strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, descriptive, and accurately reflects the scope and methodology of the study.
Suggestion: The phrase “based on limited meteorological parameters” could be placed earlier for better readability, e.g.,
“Data-Driven Modeling of FAO-56 Penman–Monteith Reference Evapotranspiration Using Limited Meteorological Parameters through Artificial Neural Networks.”
	

	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 well-structured and covers the aim, methodology, results, and key findings. However, it is quite dense and includes many numerical results that may overwhelm general readers.
Suggestions:
· Simplify by focusing on 2–3 key model results instead of multiple RMSE/NSE comparisons.

· Include a one-sentence statement on practical implications (e.g., “The model can aid irrigation scheduling in arid regions where meteorological data are sparse.”).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the study is technically sound, with appropriate methods such as the Gamma Test for input selection and ANN modeling using the Levenberg–Marquardt algorithm. Performance evaluation metrics (RMSE, NSE, R², WI, MAPE) are correctly applied. Figures and tables are consistent and interpretable.
Minor observations:
· The introduction mentions ANFIS initially, but the actual analysis is limited to ANN models — clarify this to avoid confusion.

· In “Results and Discussion,” ensure consistent figure numbering and references (some figures are misreferenced).

· The units (e.g., km/day vs km/h for wind speed) should be standardized throughout.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are adequate and include recent (2021–2024) citations relevant to AI-based ET₀ modeling. However, a few additional references on comparative deep learning or hybrid AI approaches could enhance the literature base, such as recent works using LSTM or CNN architectures for ET₀ prediction.
	


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


	The language is generally clear and academic. Minor grammatical and stylistic corrections are needed (e.g., consistent capitalization of “evapotranspiration,” and improvement of sentence flow in long paragraphs). A light English copyediting pass is recommended for readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is methodologically robust and well-organized. The visualization of performance indicators (RMSE, R², WI, etc.) enhances clarity. The research is valuable for hydrological modeling and climate impact studies in arid and semi-arid environments. Minor editorial improvements (clarity, consistency, and shortening of lengthy descriptions) would strengthen the overall presentation.
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