Responses to Reviewers

	Response to Reviewer 1 Comments


	1. Summary
	
	

	We sincerely thank you for taking the time to review this manuscript. Please find the detailed responses below and the corresponding revisions in the re-submitted files. 


	2. Section / Item
	Reviewer’s Evaluation

	Sections for Quantitative Results.
	Incomplete, Must be improved

	Subsystem Diagrams & Schematics.
	Must be improved

	Sections for Accomplishments.
	Incomplete, Must be improved

	Sections for Uncertainties.
	Incomplete, Must be improved

	3. Point-by-point response to Comments and Suggestions for Authors

	Comments 1: The team’s draft final report was quite good, other than incomplete sections for Quantitative Results, Accomplishments, and Uncertainties.

	Response 1: We sincerely thank the reviewer for the positive and constructive feedback. We agree that the draft final report was largely well received, yet the three sections—Quantitative Results, Accomplishments, and Uncertainties—were indeed left incomplete. We acknowledge that this deficiency undermined the report’s completeness and clarity.
To address this issue, the report has been substantially revised. The following major changes have been implemented:
1. Quantitative Results section – A comprehensive quantitative results section has been added, covering multiple experimental measurements including cursor response latency, target selection accuracy, cursor movement angular deviation, click success rate, and unintended cursor sliding during clicks. Experimental data show that the system meets or approaches the design requirements in all metrics. For example, cursor latency is below the 20 ms target, click success rate exceeds the 75 % threshold, and enabling UI‑aware assistance significantly improves target selection accuracy compared to raw foot input. Detailed results can be found in 4.3.
2. Accomplishments section – The main achievements of the project have been explicitly summarized: a functional foot‑controlled mouse based on FSR pressure sensing and a companion UI‑aware assistance software have been successfully developed, supporting full mouse operations including cursor movement, left/right/double click, drag, and scrolling. The system operates via standard USB HID without requiring custom drivers, and the total material cost is kept low. Experimental verification confirms that key performance indicators meet the design targets, and the UI‑aware assistance effectively improves pointing precision for foot‑based input. These are presented in 5.1.
3. Uncertainties section – In accordance with the grading rubric (unsatisfactory results, quantitative discussion, evidence‑supported explanation), the uncertainties discussion has been rewritten. It focuses on experimentally observed limitations of the current system: target selection accuracy did not reach the 95 % goal (measured around 85 %), observable unintended cursor sliding during clicks remains (though below the 25 % threshold), and a click failure rate of approximately 15 % persists. All of these results are supported by experimental data. These uncertainties primarily stem from the inherent low precision of foot‑based input and individual user variability, providing clear directions for future improvements such as adaptive calibration and more robust click detection. The relevant content can be found in 5.2.
In addition, input/output/internal processing/communication interface descriptions have been added for each subsystem, and the corresponding system block diagram and software module diagram have been updated. Thank you again for your careful reading and valuable suggestions.

	Response to Reviewer 2 Comments


	1. Summary
	

	We sincerely thank you for taking the time to review this manuscript. Please find the detailed responses below and the corresponding revisions in the re-submitted files. 


	2. Section / Item
	Reviewer’s Evaluation

	Introduction (5/5)
	Well done.

	Design (9/9)
	Well done.

	Cost and Schedule (2/2)
	Well done.

	Requirements and Verification (8/8)
	Well done.

	Conclusions (6/6)
	Well done.

	3. Point-by-point response to Comments and Suggestions for Authors

	NO



