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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 shed light on an important challenge in the oil and gas industry: the corrosion of mild steel pipelines in CO₂-rich environments, especially when acetic acid and mono-ethylene glycol (MEG) are present. Exploring how these factors interact provides useful insights for better predicting corrosion behaviour and developing more effective prevention strategies. By using electrochemical methods, the study offers practical understanding of corrosion mechanisms and the performance of inhibitors. Overall, the work is valuable for both researchers and industry professionals, as it supports improved material selection and more efficient corrosion management practices.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4= Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 3= satisfactory
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4= Good
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3=satisfactory
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3=satisfactory
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4=Good
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4=Good
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
N/A = Not applicable 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
        3=satisfactory
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
       
       3=satisfactory
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
       
       3=satisfactory
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
       4=Good
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

       2= Needs Improvement
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	

        4=Good
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	 

       2= Needs Improvement
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title of the article is suitable and reflect the subject of the study better readability. We suggest the following title “Potentiodynamic Polarization Study of Acetic Acid Effects on Mild Steel Corrosion in CO₂ Environments”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the abstract includes the main elements but lacks clarity and contains grammatical errors. It also does not clearly highlight the key findings and quantitative results. It must be revised in order to improve the language quality. We also invite authors to clearly state the objectives, briefly describe the methodology, and emphasize the main findings and conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is generally scientifically sound; however, some clarifications are needed due to inconsistencies in data presentation, unclear explanations, and insufficient detail in certain methodological aspects. To improve the overall quality, it is recommended to ensure consistency in the use of units, provide clearer descriptions of the experimental conditions, and strengthen the interpretation of the results, particularly in the discussion section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, although the number of references is sufficient, many of them are relatively outdated and may not fully reflect the most recent advances in the field. Notably, several relevant studies on this topic have been published in 2024-2025 and should be considered. Including more recent references from the past 5-10 years would enhance the relevance of the manuscript and better represent the current state of research.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No ethical concerns are identified, as the study is experimental and does not involve human or animal subjects.
	



	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant and important topic in the field of corrosion science, particularly for oil and gas applications. The experimental approach is appropriate, and the study provides useful insights into the effects of acetic acid and mono-ethylene glycol on mild steel corrosion. However, the manuscript requires significant improvements in terms of language quality, clarity of presentation, organization of the background section, and deeper discussion of the results. Additionally, the inclusion of more recent references and a clearer statement of objectives would strengthen the overall quality of the work.
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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 details)
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