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	Author’s Feedback (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 pressing issue in the field of tribology—fretting wear in particulate-reinforced aluminum matrix composites—and explores promising mitigation strategies through surface engineering. The topic is highly relevant, especially given the substantial industrial losses linked to fretting wear. What makes this review stand out is its focus on surface modifications and coatings, which have often been overshadowed by lubrication-based approaches in prior research. The paper will likely appeal to a wide audience, including those working in mechanical design, aerospace, biomedical applications, and automotive engineering. However, to strengthen its impact, the review would benefit from a more critical, side-by-side comparison of existing studies, along with clearer insights into how these strategies translate to real-world industrial applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is specific and descriptive. However, it is a bit long. A shorter version could be:

Fretting Wear in Aluminium Matrix Composites and Its Mitigation through Surface Engineering.
	

	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 fairly comprehensive and highlights the scope, mechanisms, numerical/experimental methods, and mitigation. However, it is slightly wordy. It should be more concise, with clearer future directions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and well-referenced. It provides adequate background, mechanisms, and mitigation strategies. However, there is some repetition in sections (e.g., mechanisms of wear described multiple times) and a few formatting inconsistencies. More critical synthesis rather than descriptive summaries would enhance the scientific contribution.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and include recent works up to 2025. Still, a few references are preprints or textbooks (e.g., Ugural 2004, Sharma 1996), which could be balanced with more peer-reviewed journal papers.
	

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


	The English is generally suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical improvements are recommended to improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper provides a strong overview but lacks deep analytical insights or structured comparison tables summarizing coatings, methods, and performance improvements. Figures included are appropriate, but some are repeated (Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 captions appear duplicated). Minor editing for conciseness and removal of redundancy is suggested.
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