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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.
	· A full study of how to make maintenance decisions in complicated energy systems using probabilistic risk assessment (PRA).
· Deals with important problems like uncertainty, how systems depend on their other, and how reliable assets are.
· Combines several analytical frameworks that may be used in the nuclear, power generating, and renewable energy industries.
· Gives useful advice on how to make contemporary energy infrastructures' maintenance plans more effective and less risky.
	



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
	The title is relevant to the study and summarizes the central issue of probabilistic risk assessment in maintenance decision-making. It's a little long, though, and it might be shorter to make it clearer
and more powerful. (Rating: 3)
	

	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
	The abstract is well-organized and gives a clear picture of the topic, the approach used, and the study's main contributions. It does a good job of summarizing the review's breadth and importance. (Rating: 4)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The chosen keywords are suitable for the major ideas of the book. They will help with the right indexing and finding of the article. (Rating: 4)
	

	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
	The background portion is thorough and well-structured, making it obvious why making maintenance decisions in complicated energy systems is so important. It sets up a good background for the investigation. (Rating: 4)
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The goals are mostly apparent, but they may be written in a way that is more direct and to the point to make them easier to read and understand.
(Rating: 3)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
	The literature study is relevant and encompasses essential concepts and frameworks associated with
PRA and maintenance techniques. But it might use
	


Review Form (Review)


Page 2 of 3 V240326

	Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	more careful comparisons between studies. (Rating: 3)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The work has several recent citations, demonstrating that the subject matter is aligned with contemporary research developments. (Rating:
4)
	

	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
	It's not obvious how the literature was chosen and reviewed. Adding an organized strategy, such the selection criteria or databases utilized, would make things clearer. (Rating: 2)
	

	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
	The manuscript does a good job of summarizing the research that are already out there, but a more in-depth critical review and comparison of methodology may make the contribution stronger.
(Rating: 3)
	

	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
	The paper identifies important research gaps and provides meaningful future research directions, particularly in areas like real-time PRA and AI integration. (Rating: 4)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusions are logically derived from the discussion and effectively summarize the key findings of the review. (Rating: 4)
	

	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
	The limits are only briefly discussed, but they should be explained more fully to provide a more balanced view. (Rating: 4)
	

	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
	The references are largely from reliable and peer-reviewed sources, which shows that the work is of good academic quality. (Rating: 4)
	

	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
	The manuscript is generally understandable, but there are grammatical issues and sentence structuring problems that require careful proofreading. (Rating: 3)
	



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.
	NO, The title is relevant and reflects the main theme of the manuscript; however, it is slightly lengthy and could be made more concise for better clarity.
	

	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 ethical issues are identified 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

	The manuscript discusses a relevant and important subject in probabilistic risk assessment for maintenance decision-making inside intricate energy systems. It gives a fair summary of the frameworks that are already in place and points up important research gaps. There are, however, several problems with clarity, language quality, and the absence of a clear process for the literature evaluation. Before it can be published, I think the manuscript needs some small changes.
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