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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 addresses structural health monitoring of carbon fiber reinforced polymer (CFRP) structures using electrical capacitance sensor (ECS) data combined with machine learning techniques. The work proposes a feature selection framework based on delta-capacitance representation and evaluates prediction performance using Gaussian Process Regression. The topic is relevant to the research community working on composite structural monitoring, nondestructive evaluation, and data-driven damage detection. The attempt to combine physics-based reasoning with machine learning feature selection is conceptually interesting and may contribute to improving interpretability of ECS-based monitoring approaches. However, the study is limited by the extremely small dataset used for model training and validation, and therefore the conclusions should be interpreted carefully.
	




PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	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
	4 – Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	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
	4 – Good
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		



	3 –   Satisfactory



	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		



	3 – Satisfactory



	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		



	3 – Satisfactory



	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	15. 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
	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.
	YES
The title clearly reflects the main elements of the study, including ECS sensing, feature selection, and Gaussian Process Regression.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract summarizes the objectives, dataset, methodology, and main results effectively. However, it would benefit from briefly mentioning the limitation of the dataset size to provide proper context for the reported model performance.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY
The methodology is technically reasonable; however, several aspects require clarification:
1. The study uses only 11 data points, which is extremely small for machine learning-based modeling. 
2. The reported prediction performance (high R² values) may reflect overfitting due to the limited sample size. 
3. Additional validation across multiple specimens or experimental datasets would strengthen the scientific reliability of the conclusions. 
The authors should clarify the limitations associated with such a small dataset and discuss the robustness of the model.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The manuscript includes a reasonable number of references covering structural health monitoring, composite damage detection, and machine learning applications. The references include both classical works and relatively recent publications.

	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript presents an interesting application of ECS-based sensing combined with machine learning for damage detection in CFRP structures. The concept of using delta-capacitance normalization to reduce geometry-dependent effects is potentially useful. However, the primary concern is the very limited dataset (n = 11) used to train and evaluate the models. With such a small sample size, the reliability of the reported predictive performance is uncertain. The paper would benefit from additional experimental validation or testing on multiple specimens or datasets. I recommend that the manuscript undergo major revision before further consideration.

The study presents an interesting concept and clear methodology, but the conclusions are limited by the very small dataset used for model development and validation. Additional discussion of the limitations and potential validation strategies would strengthen the manuscript.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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