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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it provides a comprehensive and well-structured review of structural damage identification methods, clearly outlining the evolution from deterministic approaches to uncertainty-based paradigms. By systematically comparing principles, advantages, and limitations of existing techniques, it helps researchers better understand the applicability of different methods under real-world engineering conditions. The discussion on emerging trends—such as physics-informed artificial intelligence and digital twins—offers valuable guidance for future research directions. Overall, the work serves as a useful reference framework that can support both academic studies and the practical implementation of structural health monitoring technologies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable and appropriate for the scope of the manuscript. It clearly reflects the core focus on structural damage identification and conveys that the paper is a comprehensive review of existing methods. The title is informative, aligns well with the content, and is suitable for a scholarly audience.

If a more explicit or slightly refined alternative is desired to emphasize the methodological comparison and future perspective, the following options could be considered:

· “A Comprehensive Review of Structural Damage Identification Methods: From Deterministic to Uncertainty-Based Approaches”

· “Structural Damage Identification: A Review of Deterministic and Uncertainty-Based Methods”

· “Review of Structural Damage Identification Techniques and Emerging Trends”
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and well written. It clearly states the background and importance of structural damage identification, summarizes the main classification of methods into deterministic and uncertain approaches, and highlights the key challenges and future research directions.
However, a few minor improvements could further enhance its clarity and impact. Additionally, explicitly mentioning the intended audience or application context (such as large-scale civil infrastructure or lifecycle health monitoring) could improve relevance. No major deletions are necessary, but slightly streamlining technical details would help maintain conciseness while preserving completeness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and correct. The theories, methodologies, and classifications discussed are consistent with established literature in structural health monitoring and damage identification. The distinction between deterministic and uncertainty-based methods is appropriate, and the descriptions of techniques such as modal analysis, model updating, Bayesian inference, and data-driven approaches accurately reflect their accepted principles and limitations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Based on typical expectations for a high-quality review paper in structural health monitoring, the references in the manuscript appear adequate and reasonably up-to-date, covering foundational works and a range of recent studies. However, to ensure the reference list is both comprehensive and current, I recommend checking that key influential works from the last 3–5 years—especially in areas such as Bayesian methods, machine learning/AI for damage detection, uncertainties quantification, and digital twin frameworks—are included.
Suggestions for Strengthening the Reference List

Recent Reviews on AI & Structural Health Monitoring

Include recent survey papers that summarize the applications of deep learning and physics-informed learning in structural health monitoring.

Bayesian & Probabilistic Methods

Ensure inclusion of the latest advances in Bayesian model updating and probabilistic damage detection.

Digital Twin & Uncertainty Quantification

Cite recent works on digital twin implementation for civil structures and uncertainty quantification frameworks relevant to real-world monitoring.

Benchmark Data & Case Studies

Adding references to publicly available benchmark datasets and large-scale field applications can strengthen practical relevance.
	

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


	Yes, the language and overall English quality of the manuscript are suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is generally clear, formal, and consistent with academic standards, and the technical terminology is used appropriately throughout the paper. The structure and flow of the text effectively support the presentation of complex concepts.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a well-organized and comprehensive review of structural damage identification methods, offering a clear progression from deterministic approaches to uncertainty-based frameworks. The topic is timely and relevant, and the paper successfully bridges theoretical developments with practical engineering considerations. The discussion on current challenges and future directions, particularly the integration of physical knowledge with intelligent algorithms and digital twins, adds significant value. With minor revisions focused on language polishing and the inclusion of a few more recent references, the manuscript would be further strengthened.
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