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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 presents a multi-modal wearable sensor system integrating physiological and biomechanical measurements for real-time monitoring of athlete stress, hydration, and tendon stiffness. The topic is highly relevant, as the integration of multiple sensing modalities within a compact and real-time embedded platform addresses an important gap in current wearable technologies. The work contributes to advancing non-invasive athlete monitoring by combining stress detection, hydration estimation, and biomechanical load tracking in a unified architecture.
The study is particularly valuable for sports engineering and applied biomedical systems, as it demonstrates practical implementation using accessible hardware (Arduino-based platform) and real-time feedback mechanisms. However, while the system integration is promising, the scientific contribution would benefit from stronger quantitative validation and clearer methodological rigor.
	



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
	5
Clear, descriptive, and reflects the scope of the study accurately.
	

	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
Well structured; however, it slightly overstates validation without providing quantitative metrics.
	

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

	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 structure, but some sections are overly descriptive and lack concise synthesis.
	

	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
Clearly implied but would benefit from explicitly stated research questions or hypotheses.
	

	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
Comprehensive and up-to-date, especially with recent (2024–2025) references; however, it reads more as a compilation than a critical synthesis.
	

	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
Architecture is well described, but lacks reproducibility details (e.g., calibration, parameter thresholds, sensor fusion logic).
	

	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
	4
Human trials are mentioned, but ethical approval, consent, and protocol details are missing or unclear.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Results are descriptive; quantitative analysis and statistical validation are missing or insufficient.
	

	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
Figures are relevant and informative, but some captions and formatting require improvement.
	

	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
Discussion lacks deeper comparison with existing systems and critical interpretation of limitations.
	

	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
	4
Conclusions are consistent with the work but slightly optimistic given limited quantitative validation.
	

	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
	3
Limitations are not explicitly and sufficiently discussed.
	

	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
	5
Relevant, recent, and well aligned with the topic.
	

	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
Generally clear; minor grammatical and formatting issues are present.
	



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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, but it would benefit from including quantitative validation results (e.g., accuracy, latency, error margins) to improve scientific rigor.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	PARTIALLY
The manuscript is technically sound in terms of system design and integration; however, several aspects require improvement:
Lack of quantitative validation metrics (e.g., correlation with reference devices, error rates)
Insufficient explanation of sensor fusion methodology
Missing details on calibration procedures and experimental protocols
	

	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 strong set of recent and relevant references (notably 2024–2025 works), supporting the novelty of the approach.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	POTENTIALLY YES
The manuscript mentions validation on athletes but does not clearly state:
Ethical approval (IRB or equivalent)
Informed consent procedures
Data privacy considerations
These aspects must be clarified.
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