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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.
	Authors discuss new approach combining machine learning (ML) and traditional structural condition/fault diagnostics to produce statistical models based on data collected from below ground-level concrete-reinforced (CFRP) structures. The statistical model uses delta-capacitance and other data normalization techniques to allow feature selection and GPR with together give added value over typical ML applications. Together, they provide viable options for design and testing in safety-critical or sensitive applications. Validate of results over multiple configurations and structures would also conform this theory and the authors’ conclusions to be generalizable and widen the scope of this research. 

	





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
	The title is very befitting to the technical and methodological nature of the work done, however, it is very unnecessarily wordy and complicated to lessen access and/or how many citations can be made for this document; a shortened title would still maintain enough information content, and thus provide the same amount of access as if it were a different title; e.g."Physics-Informed Feature Selection for CFRP Damage Assessment Using ECS and GPR.
Rating: 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
	The abstract has a clear format and gives the reader clear understanding of what was done during the study, major aims of study, the dataset, the methodology used, results obtained from study and the conclusions drawn from the study. There is too much detail within the abstract that is focused on technical aspects of research (total variance percentage from PCA, exact metrics) which detracts from composing the abstract in a clear and concise way to convey to the reader what was done that would be considered different and the implications for practical use as opposed to being overburdened with numbers.
Rating: 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
	The keywords provided are relevant and consistent with the scope of the manuscript. However, I suggest adding keywords for “uncertainty quantification” and “small sample learning” to enhance search capabilities when conducting keyword search for this manuscript.
Rating: 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
	The introduction included sufficient information to create a sound base for the understanding of CFRP damage and ECS sensing, as well as to present a logical progression to an ML-based SHM. Points made within the introduction that require revision include: (1) some sentences are excessively long and repetitive; (2) the transition between discussing ECS limitations to discussing potential solutions should be clearer and more consistently worded/phrased.
Rating: 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
	Yes. The objectives for the research have been clearly identified and discussed. The addition of explicit hypothesis (e.g. sensitivity to effective angular span of an object) has been appreciated as well. The research question should be formatted so that it distinctly describes what is being researched or attempted to do.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	I commend you on your comprehensive but not critical evaluation of NDT, ML, and ECS to date (2025). Unfortunately, you did not provide enough comparative critiques on distance to your own proposal of the two different kinds of distance you have presented.
Rating: 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
	Your research methodology was strong, justifiable, and provided support by providing examples of how well the individual components of your methodology were justified. The methodology was a combination of physics-informed feature selection, combined with multi-method feature ranking (RF + permutation and Pearson) and the use of LOO-CV analysis when using a small number of measurements. Lastly, you provided a GPR approach to quantify the uncertainty in both feature rankings. 
However, there was sufficient doubt regarding whether the research methodology would be robust because it relied on a single dataset with only 11 subjects, and there was an opportunity for the model's predictions to overfit, even with the inclusion of LOO-CV.

Rating: 4 (Good)
	

	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
	Regarding the ethical aspects of the study: No ethical issues were identified and the publicly available data was cited appropriately.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results were clearly presented and detailed technically but required a more comprehensive organization in some sections and to have provided summary bullet points or boxed insights for major findings.
Rating: 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
	As for tables and figures: The majority of tables and figures supported the research in a highly relevant manner (PCA, ranking of the features used by the machine learning analyses, and the Pareto analyses). However, some tables (e.g., the tables of raw data) lacked the clarity in presenting the information as described. In addition, due to the large number of rows and columns contained in these tables, it is suggested that any tables containing large amounts of data be moved to the appendix/supplemental section of the manuscript.
Rating: 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
	Overall, I feel that this comparison of results with previous studies is effective and also highlights the benefits of using GPR and physics-based approaches to study this problem; however, improvements could be made in regards to:
I. more thorough comparison with other PBLs
II.  clearer explanation of how the results compare to the best available technologies 
Rating: 4 (Good)
	

	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
	The conclusions appear to be strongly supported by the results obtained, particularly with respect to how different feature sets affected model performance and the degree to which different methods of obtaining that functionality transfer or generalize to other uses. However, any claims made regarding transferability and generalizations are not sufficiently cautionary in nature.
Rating: 4 (Good)
	

	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
	The limitations associated with the research have been addressed in a clear and effective manner, which includes:
I. limited number of samples
II. only one specimen
III.  lack of SHAP analysis 
Thus, this portion of the manuscript adds significant value to the manuscript. 
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	In terms of their quantity and relevance, I find the references to the discipline of Structural Health Monitoring (SHM) and Machine Learning (ML) are generally satisfactory given that the authors have provided a comprehensive list of references, including many recent publications. That being said, I believe that the references could have been expanded by including some older landmark references within the field and that there are some minor inconsistencies in the formatting of the references.
Note: Please try to list all the references with respective DOI in standard format.
Rating: 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
	Although the manuscript has solid technical depth, there is an issue with clarity of writing. There are many grammatical errors and long sentences. There are instances of awkward phrasing, as well as repeated phrases. Therefore, I suggest that a professional language (e.g, Grammarly) edit be performed. 
Rating: 3 (satisfactory) 

	






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 is very befitting to the technical and methodological nature of the work done, however, it is very unnecessarily wordy and complicated to lessen access and/or how many citations can be made for this document; a shortened title would still maintain enough information content, and thus provide the same amount of access as if it were a different title; e.g."Physics-Informed Feature Selection for CFRP Damage Assessment Using ECS and GPR.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Sure, The abstract has a clear format and gives the reader clear understanding of what was done during the study, major aims of study, the dataset, the methodology used, results obtained from study and the conclusions drawn from the study. There is too much detail within the abstract that is focused on technical aspects of research (total variance percentage from PCA, exact metrics) which detracts from composing the abstract in a clear and concise way to convey to the reader what was done that would be considered different and the implications for practical use as opposed to being overburdened with numbers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The work appears scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous, with appropriate use of statistical and ML tools. Minor concern:
Risk of over-interpretation due to limited dataset
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	All the references used in this manuscript are fairly current, relevant, and adequate support for the study, including the machine learning and structural health monitoring domains.
	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Final Recommendation
 Overall Rating: 4 (Good - Publishable with Minor to Moderate Revisions) Key changes required: 
1. Improve clarity and conciseness of writing. 
2. Reduce wordiness and repetition in the text. 
3. Develop a stronger critical discussion of results, and create comparisons to other published studies. 
4. Clarify the generalization of results and/or consider adding a validation section to address the generalization of the results, or discuss results with other specimens.
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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)

	








Reviewer details:
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