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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.


	The manuscript is significantly important for the scientific community as it proposes consolidation of fragmented research on sacrificial anode CP for ASTs in one article, making it a one stop knowledge base for CP for ASTs engineers, scientists and researchers. It bridges the gaps between traditional galvanic systems and emerging controlled potential innovations. It provides direction to researchers and engineers as it equips them with actionable insights on IoT integration, hybrid designs, and predictive modeling for CPs in the oil and gas industry. Again, for oil and gas critical infrastructure the manuscript provides potentially accelerating technical integration/technology innovation that can be adopted, as it highlights research gaps in standardization and long-term optimization, guiding future studies toward sustainable, reliable corrosion mitigation amid rising environmental regulations and the challenge of negative climatic change.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The Title is good, although it could be better if the shortened. It could be A Comprehensive Review of Advances and Challenges in Sacrificial Anode Cathodic Protection Systems for Storage Tanks: A Review 
Because the focus is on Aboveground Tanks, the title can be more specific as:
"Advances and Challenges in Sacrificial Anode Cathodic Protection for Aboveground Storage Tanks: A Review"
	

	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 comprehensive as it is. It covers the scope including recent innovations such as anode alloys, IoT monitoring, and hybrid systems. It also covers the identified challenges, and case studies. The abstract also narrows down to controlled potential applications, a future interest and directions in Cathodic protection. There is no ambiguity in it.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents an accurate descriptions of electrochemical principles (e.g., galvanic coupling, anode reactions like Zn → Zn²⁺ + 2e⁻), material properties (zinc/magnesium/aluminum alloys), design factors (current density 1–10 mA/m², -850 mV (CSE) criterion standard for the cathodic protection of coated steel in neutral soil or water environments), and challenges (current attenuation, stray currents). Comparative analyses and tables logically support claims, such as controlled potential systems offering ±50 mV uniformity vs. traditional ±200 mV variations.
However, this claim “ systems extend anode life by approximately 35% and reduce unnecessary material consumption” highlighted yellow in the manuscript would benefits from providing a reference to avoid appearing untrustworthy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	43.2% of the references are within the last 5 years i.e. 2020 – 2025.
51.34% fall within 2015 & 2019.

These show referencing that is sufficient in number and topical coverage with a mix of recent works (2020–2025) alongside foundational ones (2015).

This is fair enough for an article, however, they could be strengthened with more 2024–2026 publications on IoT and smart CP and standardization.

Author(s) to ensure complete a reference list. eg. Mujezinović and Martinez (2022) applied advanced numerical modelling using the Direct Boundary Element Method (DBEM) with Newton-Raphson iterations - This authors work seems not to be listed in the reference. It is highlighted in the manuscript in yellow.
	

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


	The language/English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication, technical prose that are clear. The presentation is in active voice where necessary. The terminology used are precise (examples are "galvanic coupling," "current attenuation"). Also, there is technical and logical flow of thoughts from the reviewed articles in the manuscript from section to section from principles to challenges.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Author(s) to look out for run-on sentences in the introduction and correct them.
They may also consider recasting from “catastrophic consequences, including environmental contamination, economic losses, operational disruptions, and safety hazards,” to "catastrophic leaks causing environmental, safety, and economic issues"
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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)

Non that I am aware of.
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