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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 is valuable to the scientific community as it links real-world failure data with Monte Carlo–based reliability modeling to reveal long-term performance degradation in industrial compressor systems. It offers a clear component-level comparison that helps researchers better understand how different subsystems contribute to overall system risk. The study also highlights the disconnect between high availability and low reliability, encouraging more nuanced reliability assessment frameworks. These insights support the advancement of predictive and preventive maintenance research grounded in empirical evidence rather than assumptions.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title looks good, however if you want to make it more impactful you can use as below as well:
“A Data-Driven Reliability Analysis of Mobile Air Compressor Components Using Monte Carlo Simulation”
“Monte Carlo–Based Reliability Assessment of Mobile Air Compressor Components”
	

	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 almost comprehensive and clearly communicates the study scope, methodology, key findings, and practical implications. However, a few refinements could strengthen it further. You may consider briefly stating the objective or research gap at the beginning to clarify why this assessment was necessary. Adding one short line on the Monte Carlo simulation setup (e.g., number of iterations or modeling assumption at a high level) would improve methodological transparency without adding length. Finally, you could slightly reduce the numerical detail and instead emphasize the overall trend and contribution, which would make the abstract more concise and aligned with journal expectations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically consistent. The study applies established reliability engineering concepts and uses Monte Carlo simulation appropriately to address uncertainty and variability in real operational data. The selection of reliability indices, longitudinal design, and component-level analysis are coherent and aligned with accepted practices in reliability and maintenance engineering. While some modeling assumptions (such as constant failure rate behavior) could be further justified or discussed as limitations, they do not invalidate the findings; instead, they remain reasonable within the stated scope of the study. The conclusions logically follow from the results and are supported by both the data trends and the analytical framework used.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references appear relevant to the study’s scope, but it is not clear whether they include the most recent advancements in reliability modeling, maintenance optimization, and industrial equipment assessment. If many citations are older than the past 5–7 years or limited to foundational texts, this may weaken the manuscript’s connection to current research trends.
Suggestions for Improvement:

To strengthen the literature foundation and show engagement with recent work, consider adding references from the last five years (2020–2025) on related topics such as:

· Recent Monte Carlo applications in reliability engineering — papers that demonstrate simulation-based reliability evaluation in industrial systems.

· Predictive and preventive maintenance frameworks with modern data-driven approaches (e.g., machine learning-aided prognostics).

· Industry 4.0 and sensor-based health monitoring studies, if available, to link operational data usage with reliability assessment.

· Comparative studies on maintenance strategies (reactive vs proactive) in manufacturing or heavy equipment contexts.

Including a mix of seminal works and recent journal articles from reputable sources (e.g., Reliability Engineering & System Safety, Journal of Quality in Maintenance Engineering, IEEE Transactions on Reliability) will make the references more robust and up-to-date.


	

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


	Yes, the overall language and English quality of the manuscript are appropriate for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, formal, and technically precise, and the terminology used is consistent with reliability engineering and maintenance research standards. The arguments are logically structured, and transitions between sections are generally smooth.

That said, minor improvements could further enhance readability and polish. A small number of sentences are longer than necessary and could be tightened to improve clarity. Occasional grammatical refinements, consistency in hyphenation (e.g., “long-term” vs. “long term”), and minor typographical corrections would strengthen the presentation. These are editorial in nature and do not affect the scientific content, but a light professional language edit would help the manuscript meet the highest publication standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript offers a solid and carefully executed investigation into the reliability behavior of mobile air compressor components. The study benefits from the use of real operational data over an extended period and applies an appropriate simulation-based approach to capture uncertainty in component failures. The analysis is coherent, the results are clearly interpreted, and the conclusions are aligned with the evidence presented. With some minor editorial polishing and a clearer acknowledgment of methodological assumptions, the paper would be well positioned for publication and of practical value to both researchers and maintenance practitioners.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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