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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 paper is significant for the scientific community because it provides a comprehensive overview of how Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) can be used in maintenance decision-making in complex energy systems. The discussion, which combines various approaches, such as risk-based maintenance and data-driven models, makes this topic easier to understand and relevant to current technological developments. Furthermore, this paper helps connect theoretical concepts with field applications, making it a useful reference for researchers and practitioners alike. Furthermore, the discussion of future research trends and opportunities can also open up space for further studies in this field.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The title is clear and relevant to the paper's content, reflecting its focus on maintenance decision-making in complex energy systems using a Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA) approach. However, the title still feels a bit long and could be more concise to make it easier to understand and more engaging for readers.
	

	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
The abstract already includes important elements such as background, purpose, and an overview of the content of the discussion. However, it still feels quite long and lacks focus on the core points, and has not emphasized the review method and the main contribution in a firm manner. There is no strict mini IMRAD (Background–Method–Result–Conclusion) structure, add a view method 

	

	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
The keywords used are already relevant to the main topic and are able to represent the content of the article. However, some words are still quite common and can be sharpened to be more specific and improve 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
	3
The background already provides sufficient context regarding the complexity of the energy system and the importance of a risk-based approach. However, the preparation is still not well structured, there are several iterations of ideas, and the research gap has not been displayed clearly and focused.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The purpose of the research has been conveyed quite clearly, namely to analyze and synthesize various PRA approaches in maintenance decision-making. However, the delivery is still somewhat scattered in several parts so that it can be made more concise and explicit in one firm statement.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The literature used is highly topic-relevant, covering a wide range of approaches in PRA, maintenance, and complex energy systems. The selected references are able to support the discussion thoroughly and in accordance with the focus of the research.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The literature used is highly topic-relevant, covering a wide range of approaches in PRA, maintenance, and complex energy systems. The selected references are able to support the discussion thoroughly and in accordance with the focus of the research.

	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Explanations of the methodology for searching literature are still very limited. The article does not clearly explain how the source selection process is carried out, the databases used, and the inclusion and exclusion criteria, so that the transparency and replication of the study are less than optimal.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The article has discussed various approaches, but most of them are still descriptive rather than truly critically analyzed. Comparisons between methods already exist, but they have not been in-depth in showing the advantages, disadvantages, and conditions of application of each more sharply.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The authors have identified several gaps such as data limitations, AI integration, and the need for a cross-sector approach. The direction of future research is also mentioned, although it is still general and can be made more specific and directed.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The conclusion is prepared logically and in accordance with the discussion that has been presented previously. The summary provided is quite consistent with the content of the article, although it can still be emphasized on the main contribution of the research
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Limitations have actually been mentioned in the discussion, such as data problems and model complexity. However, it is not specifically discussed in a separate section so it seems less explicit.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Most of the references come from relevant and fairly credible scientific sources. However, there are some references that need to be reviewed for the quality and consistency of the format to be more academically robust.
	

	14. 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
The language used in the manuscript is academic and in accordance with scientific writing standards. Technical terms are also used appropriately, so that in general the content can still be understood by readers who have a background in the related field.  There is a repetition of terms or ideas in some sections (e.g. about the complexity of systems and PRAs). Sentence structure is sometimes less effective, with excessive use of phrases. Some parts feel too descriptive and long-winded, reducing the clarity of the core message.
	



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? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

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

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

	NO
No indications of ethical violations such as plagiarism or inappropriate use of data were found in this manuscript.
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PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript discusses relevant topics and is supported by fairly good references. However, the discussion section still tends to be descriptive and needs to be strengthened with a more critical analysis. The methodology of the literature search has also not been clearly explained. In addition, improvements are needed in the clarity of language and consistency of reference writing.

	


Reviewer details:
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