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PART  1: Review Comments 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 

2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive 

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 
additional references, please mention in the review form. 

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 

 

 
 
1. Yes 
 
2. Not  
Artificial Neural Networks for Modeling Rheological Properties under High-Temperature and 
High-Pressure in Gas Well Cement Slurries 
 
3. While the abstract does provide an overview of the study and its findings, it lacks context, 
novelty, detailed methodology, and clear implications of the results. Providing these details would 
make the abstract more comprehensive and informative. 
4 & 5 Results sections need to be improved. 
 
 
6. Not sufficient  

 

Minor REVISION comments 

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

 

 

Yes 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

1.Comparative Analysis: It would be beneficial if the authors could provide comparative results to 
prove that the ANN model is superior or equivalent to other methods. The absence of a 
comparative analysis means that the reader has no frame of reference to judge the efficacy of their 
model. 

2.Methodology Clarity: The authors should ensure their methods are clearly outlined, including how 
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the ANN was designed and trained, what the inputs and outputs were, and how they prepared their 
data. 

3..Model Validation: While the authors have reported errors for their models, it would be useful to 
include further model validation. They should ideally test the model on unseen data and provide 
metrics such as Mean Absolute Error (MAE), Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE), or R-squared to 
demonstrate the model's predictive power. 

4.Results Interpretation: More explanation or interpretation of the results could be beneficial. What 
do the results mean in the context of the broader field? Can these results be applied in real-world 
situations? 

5.Keywords: The authors might want to revise their keywords. Words like "Temperature" and 
"pressure" are rather generic and might not be very useful for someone searching for this paper. 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment(if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her 
feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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