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Is the language/English quality of the article
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Optional/General comments

1. The manuscript looks very short.

2. The introduction provides a solid foundation in terms of explaining water quality issues.
However, the explanation and their characteristics could benefit from more

clarification, especially regarding the difference between the relevant studies, related to
the domain of the paper. Providing a brief on methods used, deterioration of water
quality, required studies where it was conducted or applied or application scenario could
enhance the reader's understanding of when each type is used in real-world systems.

3. The objective is not clear. Write it as points.

4. The methods used are normal, and hence should supported with selected studies, where
it has been conducted.

5. The results were not written correctly. However, the discussion of parameters should
be done again, as it lacks the pace and correctness.

6. Definition of observed datasets, methods used, should be more expanded.

7. Authors are strongly recommended to enhance literature review.

8. Lack of any convincing discussion: accuracy metrics/solid comparative analysis with
other scholars' approaches/visualized results in compare with others/physical
interpretation/uncertainty quantification.

9. Limitations, Recommendations, and Future scope should be added.

10. A graphical abstract should be added, and a flow chart also.
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