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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 addresses a persistent challenge in heavy machinery used in abrasive environments—component degradation due to wear. By integrating reliability engineering with tribological testing, the study offers actionable insights for enhancing component lifespan and optimizing maintenance practices in quarry operations. The proposed combination of reconditioning via welding and material substitution is practically implementable and economically justified. This research contributes meaningfully to the literature on predictive maintenance and wear mitigation strategies for industrial machinery.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is technically rich and effectively summarizes objectives, methods, and outcomes. It captures the wear mechanisms, materials tested, and statistical tools used. However, it would be clearer if the reliability improvement percentages and key quantitative comparisons (e.g., cost-benefit of reconditioning vs. replacement) were grouped at the end for emphasis. Consider trimming some technical details in favor of summarizing broader findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is grounded in sound methodology and demonstrates appropriate application of tribological testing and reliability models. The statistical rigor, including use of Weibull/lognormal distributions and K-S tests, adds credibility. However, clarity suffers slightly due to verbose sections and repetitive figures. A more focused discussion that isolates technical findings from procedural detail would improve scientific readability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The manuscript includes a broad range of references; however, a better balance with more recent publications on reliability modeling, wear-resistant coatings, and lifecycle cost analysis (i.e., ASTM G65 and G99 tribology standards; recent works in Wear or Tribology International journals on hardfacing and polyurethane applications) would strengthen the academic foundation.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
The technical language is generally acceptable, though clarity is occasionally hindered by redundancy, passive constructions, and inconsistent terminology. Careful editing for grammar and style is recommended to ensure publication quality.
	

	Optional/General comments

	
The manuscript brings together wear testing, maintenance economics, and practical case data, an effective interdisciplinary approach. However, it would benefit from streamlining to reduce narrative excess and improve structural coherence, particularly in the Results and Discussion sections. Figures are abundant but could be selectively condensed or shifted to appendices.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
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