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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 thorough research examines the present situation and potential future developments of sacrificial anode cathodic protection (CP) systems for aboveground storage tanks (ASTs). For researchers, engineers, and business professionals pursuing more efficient and long-lasting corrosion prevention solutions for vital infrastructure, this analysis offers strategic insights. Predictive modelling, standardization, sustainable anodes, and asset integrity management integration are among the research gaps. Regulators, businesses, and scholars must work together to address issues.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, is it.

The title of the article is simple, unambiguous, and easy to understand.

This makes it easier and faster for readers to grasp the article's main points.
	

	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.


	This abstract meets the requirements for thoroughness. This distinction results from the abstract's explanation of the study's objectives, procedures, research approaches, and conclusions. 

Suggestion:  

In addition to outlining the research procedures in the abstract, a more thorough description of the sort of research approach is also necessary. The abstract will be more thorough as a result.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is.

This article is written based on a literature review of previous research. Previous research serves as a theoretical foundation and scientific reference, helps identify research gaps, prevents duplication of studies, serves as a reference in selecting research methods, strengthens analysis and discussion through comparison of findings, and demonstrates the researcher's mastery of the topic, thus making the resulting article a clear contribution to the development of science. Therefore, this article is scientifically sound.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	89% of the references used are up-to-date (cover year: 2017-2021). 11% of the references used are not up-to-date because they are outside the last 10-year period.
	

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


	Yes, it is.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This article needs to differentiate between the discussion of materials and methods, results and discussion, and a discussion of the superiority of the findings compared to previous research. This distinction is crucial for ensuring clarity in scientific communication. By clearly outlining each section, readers can better understand the implications of the research and how it builds upon or deviates from existing literature.
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	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)

There are not

	


Reviewer details:

Erni Puspanantasari Putri, Universitas 17 Agustus 1945 , Indonesia

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


