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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 study focuses on estimating reference evapotranspiration (ET₀)—a process of major relevance to agricultural irrigation and water‐resources management—by relying on a limited set of meteorological inputs. Its attempt to overcome the limitations of the conventional FAO-56 Penman–Monteith formulation in data-scarce regions gives the work genuine scientific value.
The comparison between the artificial neural network (ANN)–based framework and traditional empirical approaches provides meaningful insight into how data-driven modeling can be integrated into contemporary water-management practices. Nevertheless, the analysis being restricted to a single observation station somewhat constrains the general applicability of the reported results.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the manuscript accurately represents the scope and content of the study. The phrase “Data-Driven Modeling of Daily FAO-56 Penman–Monteith Reference Evapotranspiration Using Artificial Neural Networks Based on Limited Meteorological Parameters” clearly conveys both the methodological approach (ANN) and the limited-data framework adopted in the research.
There is no need for an alternative title; however, adding the phrase “A Case Study for the Junagadh District” could provide a clearer geographical context and improve the specificity of the title.
	

	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 and well structured. The objectives, methodology, dataset, performance indicators, and results are clearly presented. However, the introductory part provides only limited emphasis on why the use of restricted meteorological parameters is critical to the study’s motivation. It would also be beneficial to conclude the abstract with a brief statement highlighting the potential future applications of the proposed model, such as its adaptation to different climatic zones or seasonal generalization scenarios.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Methodologically, the study rests on a solid foundation. The use of the Gamma Test for input variable selection has ensured a systematic identification of model predictors. The ANN framework and the chosen performance metrics have been applied appropriately and in a technically sound manner. Nevertheless, the validation phase does not employ cross-validation (such as k-fold), which may somewhat limit the generalizability of the findings.
Moreover, as the dataset is derived from a single meteorological station, the model’s capacity to generalize across diverse climatic conditions remains restricted.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate; however, a substantial portion of them dates back to the 2000–2010 period. The limited inclusion of more recent studies (from 2021 to 2024) weakens the currency of the literature review. In particular, citing recent research that employs deep learning or hybrid architectures—such as CNN–LSTM, ELM, or Transformer-based frameworks—for ET₀ estimation could further strengthen the scholarly depth and modern relevance of the manuscript.
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally clear and consistent with scientific writing conventions. Nevertheless, certain sections contain overly long or repetitive sentences that could benefit from restructuring. Minor grammatical issues—for instance, replacing “have the area of 5093.36 sq km” with “covers an area of 5093.36 sq km”—should also be corrected. A professional language editing or proofreading service is recommended to enhance overall clarity and fluency.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript is methodologically sound and provides a meaningful contribution to the field of agricultural hydrology. The integration of the Gamma Test with an ANN framework is relatively uncommon in the existing literature, adding novelty to the study’s methodological approach. However, the restriction of the analysis to a single observation station limits the generalizability of the conclusions.
A Minor Revision is recommended: improvements in language clarity, the inclusion of more recent references, and the addition of a brief section outlining possible future research directions would further strengthen the manuscript.
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