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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 significant and underexplored challenge in modern data platform engineering, namely the lack of institutional memory for recurring system failures. By formalizing the Observability–Reliability Gap and proposing a structured Failure Fingerprinting framework, the study contributes a novel conceptual and architectural perspective to reliability engineering in Lakehouse environments. The work is particularly relevant for both academia and industry, as it bridges gaps between observability, AIOps, and incident management. If validated empirically, the proposed framework has strong potential to reduce mean time to repair (MTTR) and improve operational efficiency across large-scale data systems
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable, clear, and informative, accurately reflecting the core contribution of the manuscript.
	

	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 well-structured and comprehensive, clearly presenting:

· The problem (Observability–Reliability Gap)

· The proposed solution (Failure Fingerprinting)

· Key contributions (architecture, methodology, evaluation design)


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its conceptual and methodological formulation.

· The framework is logically structured and grounded in relevant literature (e.g., AIOps, log analysis, and failure diagnosis systems). 

· Definitions (e.g., Observability–Reliability Gap) are clear, precise, and falsifiable.

· The proposed architecture and algorithms are technically consistent


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are:

· Relevant and well-integrated
· Include both foundational works and recent studies (up to 2026)
· Cover multiple domains (AIOps, distributed systems, log analysis, ANN search)


	

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


	he language is:

· Highly professional and academic
· Clear, precise, and technically appropriate

· Well-structured with strong coherence


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a novel and conceptually strong framework addressing an important challenge in modern 

Lakehouse architectures, namely the lack of systematic failure memory and reuse of operational knowledge.

 The formalization of the Observability–Reliability Gap and the proposed Failure Fingerprinting approach are timely and

 relevant contributions with potential practical impact in both academic and industrial contexts.

However, the paper is currently positioned as a prospective framework without empirical validation.

 While the authors clearly acknowledge this limitation, the absence of experimental results reduces the strength

 of the evidence supporting the projected performance claims. Prior to acceptance, the manuscript would benefit 

from clearer positioning as a conceptual contribution and, where possible, inclusion of preliminary validation or

 stronger justification of assumptions. Minor editorial improvements are also recommended, including

 enhancing conciseness in certain sections, improving readability of long technical sentences, 

and ensuring clarity in the abstract regarding the lack of empirical evaluation.

Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication after revision, as it offers a meaningful contribution 

to the field and opens promising directions for future research.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)

No major ethical issues were identified in this manuscript. The study is a conceptual and architectural framework and does not involve experiments with human participants, animals, or sensitive datasets. The authors have also included a data availability statement indicating that no new datasets were created or analyzed in the study. Therefore, the manuscript appears to comply with general research ethics standards.
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