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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 critical industrial challenge—abrasive wear in quarry equipment—by integrating tribological testing, reliability modeling, and economic analysis. Its findings on reconditioning techniques (e.g., 68% lifespan increase via welding) and material alternatives (e.g., Pucest, Hardox 400) offer actionable strategies for reducing downtime and maintenance costs. The study bridges lab research and field applications, making it highly relevant for mining engineering, mechanical reliability, and sustainable resource management.
	

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

	The title is precise and fully reflects the manuscript’s focus. No change needed.
	

	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 summarizes key objectives, methods, results, and conclusions effectively. Suggest adding: (1) Explicit mention of the 68% operational lifespan improvement from reconditioning; (2) Economic comparison metrics (e.g., cost per unit for materials); (3) Reduce redundant descriptions to make sumaary conciser. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The methodology is robust: tribological tests (TRB3 tribometer, profilometer) and reliability modeling (Weibull, lognormal distributions) are well-executed. Statistical analyses (bootstrap confidence intervals, log-rank tests) appropriately support claims. However, clarify why dry friction conditions were used exclusively, given quarry humidity/salt effects noted in the Introduction (Section 1).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	References are generally adequate but lack recent (post-2024) studies on advanced wear-resistant materials (e.g., ceramic composites, nano-coatings).
	

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

	Generally clear but requires minor grammatical polishing (e.g., tense consistency, article usage). Examples:
- Abstract: "demonstrated negligible wear" → "demonstrates negligible wear"
- Section 4.2: "there’s roughly" → "there is approximately"


	

	Optional/General comments

	
- Strengthen the "Discussion" (Section 5) by contrasting Pucest’s elasticity-driven wear resistance with brittle materials.
- Explicitly state limitations (e.g., lab-vs-field wear disparities, unexamined corrosion effects)
Rationale: 
- Strengths: Novel integration of tribology/reliability/economics; robust methodology; practical solutions (welding reconditioning, material alternatives).
- Weaknesses: Limited discussion of environmental factors (humidity/salts); insufficient recent references; insufficient numerical/simulative evaluation and error metric analysis in experiments; minor language edits needed.

	








	PART  2: 


	
	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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