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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 provides valuable contributions to the scientific community by enhancing the understanding of how glass fibre chopped strand mat influences the mechanical performance of polyester-based composites. The study offers experimentally validated insights into key mechanical properties such as tensile strength, flexural behavior, and impact resistance, which are critical for the design and optimization of lightweight engineering materials

Furthermore, the findings support the development of cost- effective and high-performance composite materials, making them highly relevant for industrial applications including automotive, marine, and construction sectors. By systematically analyzing the relationship between fibre content and mechanical response, the work also contributes to improving material selection strategies and processing techniques.
Overall, this manuscript strengthens existing knowledge in composite materials science and provides a practical foundation for future research and innovation in fibre- reinforced polymer systems.
	





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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The title “Mechanical Properties of Chopped Glass Fibre Reinforced Polyester” is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the core focus of the study. It effectively communicates the material system and the main aspect investigated (mechanical properties), making it easy for readers to understand the scope.

It could be slightly improved by incorporating more specific details (e.g., method such as “hand lay-up” or variable like “fiber  content”)  to  better  highlight  the  novelty  and
experimental focus.
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The abstract is generally comprehensive as it clearly states the objective, materials used, methodology (hand lay-up technique), and key mechanical properties evaluated, along with the main findings. It effectively summarizes the improvement in most mechanical properties with increased glass fibre content, giving readers a clear overview of the study’s outcomes.
It could be improved by including more quantitative results (e.g., percentage improvements) and a clearer statement of the study’s novelty or contribution. Additionally, minor language refinement would enhance clarity and professionalism.
	

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

The keywords (Polyester, Glass fiber chopped strand mat, Composite, Mechanical properties) are relevant and align well with the focus of the study . They effectively capture the core materials and research theme, making the article reasonably discoverable in academic searches.

The keywords could be improved by adding more specific and technical terms such as “hand lay-up,” “fiber volume fraction,” or “GFRP” to enhance indexing and search
visibility.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The background information is generally sufficient and well organized, providing a clear overview of fibre-reinforced composites, particularly glass fibre reinforced polyester, and their applications. It appropriately discusses key factors affecting mechanical properties such as fibre content, orientation, and fibre–matrix interfacial bonding, supported by relevant literature.
The section could be strengthened by improving the logical flow between paragraphs and more clearly identifying the research gap or novelty of the present study. Some sentences are also repetitive or could be more concise to enhance readability and coherence.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The research objective is implied and can be understood from the introduction, particularly the aim to investigate the effect of glass fibre chopped strand mat on the mechanical properties of polyester composites. However, it is not explicitly stated in a clear, standalone sentence or structured format.

Additionally, no formal hypotheses are presented, and the study lacks clearly defined research questions. For improvement, the authors should include a concise and
explicit objective statement (and hypotheses, if applicable) to strengthen clarity and academic rigor.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The literature review is relevant and covers key aspects of fibre-reinforced polymer composites, including material properties, influencing factors (e.g., fibre content, orientation, and interfacial bonding), and prior studies on glass fibre reinforced polyester. It demonstrates a reasonable engagement with existing research and provides adequate context for the study.

Additionally, the inclusion of several recent references (e.g., 2023–2025) indicates that the review is up to date. However, it could be improved by critically comparing previous studies and more clearly identifying specific research gaps
that justify the present work.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The research methodology is appropriate for the study, as it employs a standard and widely accepted fabrication technique (hand lay-up) and evaluates mechanical properties using recognized ASTM standards such as tensile, flexural, and impact testing. The selection of tests aligns well with the study’s objective of assessing mechanical performance.
However, the methodology could be improved by providing more detailed information on experimental parameters (e.g., sample size, repeatability, statistical analysis, and control conditions). Including these details would enhance the reliability, reproducibility, and scientific rigor of the study.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if
	Rating: N/A (Not Applicable)
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	applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The study focuses on materials engineering and laboratory- based composite fabrication, with no involvement of human participants, animals, or sensitive data. Therefore, ethical considerations such as consent, confidentiality, or ethical approval are not applicable to this research.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The results are generally presented clearly using figures and graphical representations for key mechanical properties such as tensile strength, flexural strength, modulus, and impact behavior . The trends are easy to follow, and the discussion links the results to material behavior (e.g., load transfer, fibre reinforcement effects).

However, clarity could be improved by enhancing figure quality (labels, units, captions), providing more quantitative comparisons (e.g., percentage improvements), and reducing minor inconsistencies in presentation. Including tables or summarized data would also strengthen readability and
interpretation.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

The figures included are relevant and necessary, as they present key mechanical properties such as tensile strength, flexural strength, modulus, and load–extension behavior, which are central to the study. They help illustrate trends and support the discussion of results.

However, the clarity of the figures needs improvement. Some graphs lack clear labeling, consistent units, and high- quality formatting, which may affect readability. In addition, the absence of summary tables makes it harder to compare values quantitatively. Improving figure presentation and adding  tables  would  enhance  overall  clarity  and
effectiveness.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The discussion appropriately relates the findings to existing literature by comparing observed trends (e.g., increase in tensile and flexural strength with fibre addition) with previously reported studies. The authors cite relevant works to support explanations such as improved load transfer, crack resistance, and fibre–matrix bonding.

However, the discussion could be strengthened by providing deeper critical analysis rather than mainly confirming agreement with past studies. Highlighting differences, limitations, or novel contributions would improve the
scholarly depth.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The conclusions are generally supported by the experimental data presented, particularly the observed improvements in tensile strength, flexural properties, and impact behavior with the incorporation of glass fibre chopped strand mat. The trends discussed in the results are consistent with the final conclusions drawn by the authors.

However, the conclusions could be strengthened by including more quantitative evidence and clearer linkage to specific results. Additionally, acknowledging study limitations or variability in the data would improve the
robustness of the conclusions.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)

The manuscript does not explicitly discuss the limitations of the study. While the results and conclusions are presented, there is little to no acknowledgment of potential constraints such as limited fibre content range, lack of statistical analysis, or possible variability in the hand lay-up fabrication process.
Including a dedicated discussion on limitations (e.g., experimental uncertainties, scalability, or comparison with other fabrication methods) would significantly improve the scientific rigor and transparency of the study.
	

	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
	The references are generally relevant and cover key areas related to fibre-reinforced polymer composites, including mechanical properties, fabrication methods, and material behavior. The manuscript cites a reasonable number of sources, indicating adequate engagement with existing literature.

Additionally, the inclusion of both foundational and recent
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	studies (including publications up to 2025) strengthens the credibility of the work. However, the reference list could be further improved by ensuring consistency in formatting and including more high-impact or recent journal articles to enhance scholarly depth.
	

	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
	The manuscript is generally understandable, and the main ideas can be followed without major difficulty. The technical terminology used is appropriate for the field of composite materials, allowing readers with relevant background knowledge to grasp the content.

However, the language requires improvement in terms of grammar, sentence structure, and clarity. There are instances of awkward phrasing, repetition, and minor inconsistencies that affect readability. Careful proofreading and language editing would significantly enhance the overall quality and
professionalism of the manuscript.
	





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.
	Answer: YES (Suitable)
The title “Mechanical Properties of Chopped Glass Fibre Reinforced Polyester” is appropriate as it clearly reflects the core focus of the study, including the material system and the main aspect investigated. It is concise, relevant, and easily understandable for the target scientific audience.
(Optional improvement suggestion: The title could be slightly enhanced by adding methodological or variable- specific details, e.g., “Effect of Fibre Content on the Mechanical Properties of Chopped Glass Fibre Reinforced Polyester via Hand Lay-Up.”)
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES (Comprehensive)
The abstract adequately summarizes the objective, methodology, key variables, and major findings of the study. It provides a clear overview of the work and allows readers to quickly understand the scope and outcomes of the research.
(Optional improvement: Include quantitative results and a brief statement of  further strengthen the abstract.)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES (Scientifically acceptable, with minor issues)
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, as it applies established composite fabrication methods (hand lay-up), standard ASTM testing procedures, and interpretations that align with known behaviour of fibre- reinforced polymers. The observed trends (e.g., improvement in strength with fibre addition) are consistent with existing materials science principles.

(Optional improvement: Strengthen scientific rigor by including statistical analysis, clearer justification of trends
such as the decrease in tensile modulus, and deeper discussion of mechanisms and variability.)
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES

The references are generally sufficient in number and include a mix of foundational and recent studies (up to
2025), which supports the relevance and credibility of the manuscript.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	Answer: NO

There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript, as the study involves material fabrication and laboratory testing without human or animal subjects
	












PART 3

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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript is scientifically sound with relevant results and methodology, but requires improvements in clarity, depth of discussion, explicit objectives, and overall presentation to enhance its impact and quality

The manuscript addresses a relevant topic in composite materials and presents experimental work on glass fibre reinforced polyester with generally sound methodology and acceptable results. However, while the study is technically valid, its novelty appears somewhat limited, as similar studies on GFRP systems are already well documented in the literature.

The manuscript would benefit from improvements in language quality, clearer statement of research objectives, and inclusion of statistical analysis to strengthen scientific rigor. Additionally, the lack of a dedicated limitations section and relatively basic discussion reduce the overall impact.
I recommend revision before acceptance, focusing on clarity, presentation quality, and strengthening the discussion and contribution of the study.
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	Author’s Feedback

	
You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.

Varga, C., Miskolczi, N., Bartha, L., & Lipóczi, G. (2010). Improving the mechanical properties of glass-fibre-reinforced polyester composites by modification of fibre surface. Materials & Design, 31(1), 185-193. 

Brenes-Acosta, A., & Stradi-Granados, B. A. (2014). Comparative study of the mechanical properties of polyester resin with and without reinforcement with fiber-glass and furcraea cabuya fibers. Fibers and Polymers, 15(10), 2186-2192.
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