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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 provides significant value to the scientific community by offering a comprehensive comparative analysis of HEC-HMS and SWAT, two of the most widely utilized hydrological models in water resource management. It serves as a critical decision-support resource for researchers and practitioners by delineating the specific strengths of each model, such as HEC-HMS's precision in short-term flood forecasting versus SWAT’s effectiveness in long-term environmental impact assessments. Furthermore, the review addresses modern challenges like data scarcity and climate change while highlighting the potential of emerging technologies, such as AI/ML and remote sensing, to enhance modeling accuracy. Ultimately, the manuscript advocates for a synergistic approach that integrates both models to create more resilient and sustainable watershed management strategies globally.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title, "Advances in Hydrological Modelling used in river basins: A Comprehensive Review of HEC-HMS and SWAT", is highly appropriate for the content of the paper.
5=(Excellent)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The abstract of the article is Satisfactory, as it touches upon the core purpose and characteristics of the models but lacks a concise summary of the specific comparative findings and future outlook discussed later in the paper.
3=(Satisfactory)

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords provided in the manuscript are Satisfactory, as they cover the primary models and the general geographic scope, though they could be more specific regarding the advanced topics discussed in the text.
3=(Satisfactory)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The background information is Excellent because it provides a comprehensive justification for hydrological modeling before transitioning into the specific technical details of the two models. The organization follows a logical progression from global water management challenges to the specific functional roles of HEC-HMS and SWAT.
5=(Excellent)

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The objectives of the manuscript are clearly stated and provide a specific roadmap for the review, explicitly defining what the authors intend to evaluate regarding the two models.
5=(Excellent)

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is Excellent, as it provides a robust and global perspective by citing specific case studies that validate the theoretical frameworks of both models. 
5=(Excellent)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is Excellent and demonstrates a commitment to including current research, with a significant number of citations from the last five years, including several very recent publications.
5=(Excellent)
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript does not explicitly outline a formal literature search methodology (such as databases searched, specific search strings, or inclusion/exclusion criteria), which is a standard requirement for a "Comprehensive Review."
2=(Needs Improvement)
The manuscript lacks a formal methodology section, creating a significant gap in transparency regarding how the literature was sourced and synthesized. While the paper successfully integrates a diverse array of global case studies, it fails to specify the digital databases used (such as Scopus or Web of Science), the search strings employed, or the specific timeframes (e.g., 2010–2025) targeted for the review. Furthermore, there are no clearly defined inclusion or exclusion criteria to explain why certain studies were selected over others to illustrate the models' strengths and improvements. This omission of bibliometric detail and selection logic hinders the reproducibility of the review and skips a standard structural step expected in high-quality academic synthesis papers.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The critical analysis of literature is Good, as the manuscript moves beyond simple summaries to compare the models' performance across different environmental contexts and technical requirements.
4=(Good)
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The identification of research gaps and future directions is Excellent. The manuscript does not merely suggest general improvements but provides a specific roadmap for the next generation of hydrological modeling.
5=(Excellent)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusions are Excellent, as they represent a logical synthesis of the technical comparisons and case studies presented throughout the manuscript.
5=(Excellent)
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript is Satisfactory in its discussion of limitations, as it identifies the inherent constraints of the hydrological models themselves but does not explicitly address the limitations of the review paper's own scope or methodology.
3=(Satisfactory)
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The quality of the references in this manuscript is Excellent. The author has curated a bibliography that relies heavily on high-impact, peer-reviewed journals and recognized technical authorities in the field of hydrology.
5=(Excellent)
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript is written in Good language that is professional, technically accurate, and accessible to those within the field of hydrology and environmental science.
4=(Good)
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title, "Advances in Hydrological Modelling used in river basins: A Comprehensive Review of HEC-HMS and SWAT", is highly appropriate
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract of this manuscript is good and While it introduces the models effectively, it is not fully comprehensive as it lacks a summary of the specific comparative findings and the future outlook presented in the main text.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	Based on the content of the manuscript, there are no apparent ethical issues. The paper is a technical literature review and does not involve the types of research that typically trigger ethical concerns.
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Aabil Husain, Prestige Institute of Management & Research, India
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