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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.


	I can see this manuscript addresses a critical and practical issue in the safe operation of high-voltage power grids, particularly in urban settings where XLPE cables are found everywhere. It provides a systematic theoretical and simulation-based analysis of metal sheath circulating currents under various fault conditions, a topic with significant implications for system protection and condition monitoring. The work is valuable as it moves beyond normal operation studies, which are more common, to focus on fault mechanisms which offering a direct theoretical basis for developing more accurate diagnostic and protection strategies to prevent equipment damage and enhance grid reliability.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The tittle is suitable as it is. But it can be more precise and clear. I suggest to consider a new tittle if possible.
	

	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 should be restructured. The first line should be more strong and precise. Although the whole abstract is comprehensive but a little changes can be more impactful. Move the keyword-like list of five fault scenarios from the first sentence to later in the abstract after stating the purpose. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. The technical terms, equations and principles are accurate and related to the paper’s work. It has the potential to be accepted. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	In my point of view the references are totally sufficient, well placed and structured. 

Li, Z., et al. (2021). "A Review of the Sheath Circulating Current in High-Voltage Power Cables and Its Suppression Methods." IEEE Access, 9, 10212-10224. This review paper could provide broader context for the study's contribution to the field.


	

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


	There are minor grammatical issues and slightly odd phrasings such as "protective ring" should likely be "sheath" or "shield"; "the wire core" is more commonly "conductor" or "core". I suggest a proofreading to polish the manuscript.
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