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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 is important because it helps improve self-healing epoxy materials that can repair themselves using special chemical bonds called dynamic disulfide bonds. These materials can last longer, be more durable, and reduce waste.

The study uses a structured method called Design of Experiments DoE to understand how factors such as temperature, catalyst amount, and thiol ene content affect the material’s ability to heal itself.

A key finding is that the optimized material was able to fully repair itself in just 5 minutes at 80°C, showing strong potential for fast and efficient repair in advanced polymer applications.


	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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 – Excellent
The title, “Optimization of Self-Healing Polyether–Polythioether Networks via Factorial Design in Epoxy/Thiol–Ene Photopolymerizations,” is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the study’s main objective, material system, and experimental optimization approach.
	

	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
	5 – Excellent

The abstract is comprehensive and well structured, clearly covering the aim, study design, methodology, key results, statistical analysis, and conclusion. It also reports the optimal conditions—40 mol% TES, 1 mol% TBP, and 80°C—with complete healing achieved in 5 minutes, giving readers a clear understanding of the study’s principal findings.


	

	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

The keywords are appropriate and closely aligned with the manuscript’s core concepts, including epoxy, thiol–ene chemistry, self-healing, disulfide bonds, thiol-disulfide oligomers, and Design of Experiments. They effectively represent the materials, healing mechanism, and optimization methodology, making the article easier to discover in relevant scientific literature searches.


	

	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
	5 – Excellent

The background information is sufficient and logically organized, progressing from the limitations of conventional epoxy polymers to the importance of self-healing thermosets and dynamic disulfide chemistry. It provides relevant context on epoxy/thiol–ene photopolymerization, explains the role of polythioether networks and disulfide exchange, and clearly establishes the rationale for optimizing self-healing behavior using a factorial Design of Experiments.


	

	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
	5 – Excellent

The research objective is clearly stated: to optimize the self-healing behavior of polyether–polythioether co-networks produced through epoxy/thiol–ene photopolymerization. The manuscript also clearly identifies the key experimental variables—healing temperature, TES concentration, and TBP catalyst concentration—and uses a factorial Design of Experiments to determine their effects and interactions on healing time.


	

	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
	5 – Excellent

The literature review is relevant and reasonably up to date, incorporating both foundational studies and recent 2024–2026 research on epoxy resins, self-healing polymers, dynamic disulfide chemistry, and sustainable thermosets.


	

	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
	4 – Good

The research methodology is appropriate, combining controlled epoxy/thiol–ene photopolymerization, standardized self-healing testing, and a factorial Design of Experiments (DoE) to evaluate TES concentration, TBP concentration, and temperature.


	

	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 – Not Applicable

The study involves polymer synthesis, photopolymerization, and laboratory testing of self-healing materials, with no human participants, animals, or identifiable personal data. Therefore, conventional research-ethics approval does not appear applicable; the manuscript appropriately provides declarations concerning AI use and competing interests


	

	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

The results are presented clearly through tables, ANOVA results, a Pareto chart, and before/after images, making the effects of TES concentration, TBP concentration, and temperature understandable. The manuscript clearly identifies temperature as the dominant factor and reports the fastest healing time of 5 minutes at 80°C. 


	

	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

The tables and figures are relevant and generally necessary because they clearly present the experimental design, healing-time results, ANOVA analysis, factor significance, and visual evidence of self-healing


	

	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
	4 – Good

Yes. The discussion relates the findings to existing literature by connecting the observed self-healing behavior to previously reported disulfide metathesis and thiol–disulfide exchange mechanisms and earlier work on self-healing epoxy systems.


	

	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 – Good

Yes, the conclusions are generally supported by the experimental data. The study demonstrates that temperature and TBP concentration significantly influence healing time, with complete macroscopic rejoining achieved in 5 minutes at 80°C under the optimal tested conditions, consistent with 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
	3 – Satisfactory

The manuscript does not provide a clearly defined limitations section, although some methodological constraints are acknowledged, particularly the saturated experimental design and limited error degrees of freedom. 


	

	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

The references are relevant and generally sufficient in number, covering epoxy chemistry, thiol–ene photopolymerization, self-healing polymers, dynamic disulfide bonds, and experimental design. The reference list also includes recent 2024–2026 publications, which strengthens the manuscript’s currency.


	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory

The manuscript is generally understandable and uses appropriate scientific terminology, but several sections contain grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, inconsistent terminology, and formatting issues that affect readability.


	


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 suitable because it clearly identifies the self-healing polyether–polythioether networks, the factorial design optimization approach, and the epoxy/thiol–ene photopolymerization system investigated in the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract is comprehensive and clearly summarizes the aim, study design, methodology, key results, statistical findings, and conclusion. It also provides the optimal experimental conditions and reports the key outcome of complete healing within 5 minutes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but with minor concerns.

The manuscript is scientifically sound in its overall concept and experimental approach. The use of dynamic disulfide bonds and thiol–disulfide exchange to enable self-healing in epoxy networks is well established in the literature, and the reported influence of temperature and catalyst concentration is scientifically plausible.Earlier work on closely related epoxy/thiol–ene systems also supports this mechanism. 
However, I recommend minor scientific revision because the manuscript equates macroscopic rejoining with “complete healing.” Quantitative mechanical testing—such as tensile strength, storage modulus, or percentage recovery after healing—would provide stronger evidence of true healing efficiency. Similar studies typically evaluate recovery of mechanical properties in addition to visual/macroscopic repair.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references are sufficient and include both foundational studies and recent 2024–2026 publications relevant to epoxy resins, self-healing polymers, and dynamic disulfide chemistry. Recent 2025–2026 research confirms that these topics remain current and actively studied.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. The manuscript reports laboratory research on polymer materials and does not involve human participants or animals, so no specific human/animal research ethics concerns are apparent. The authors also disclose AI-assisted language/reference support and declare no competing interests.
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