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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 manuscript is well-written on the soft-computing approaches used to estimate reference evapotranspiration (ET₀), concentrating on ANN, ANFIS and wavelet-coupled hybrids (WANN/W-ANFIS). It covers theory, architecture, common optimization methods, sensitivity analysis and comparative performance. However, the paper lacks critical depth of discussion. The explicit method employed, e.g. search databases, search strings, time window, inclusion/exclusion criteria, number of papers screened/selected etc. were not detailed. There is also no summary table to facilitate the reader in the comparative narrative, which tends to be over-generalized. The lack of reference to the recent works further erodes the relevance of the discussion presented. Overall, it is a good attempt.
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