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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 high-impact problem: making EV battery management more accurate, safer, and deployment-ready. By synthesizing SoC/SoH/RUL, balancing, and thermal-safety methods across ML, deep learning, and physics-informed approaches, it clarifies a rapidly expanding field. With clearer comparisons and deployment/safety guidance, it could become a practical reference that speeds reproducible benchmarking and real-world BMS adoption.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Mostly suitable, but a bit broad and buzzword-heavy.
Author can consider “A Review” → “A Systematic Review” only if you adopt a documented search protocol; otherwise keep “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.

	Author must add following points in the abstract
· Mention search sources, years covered, and number of studies synthesized (e.g., “2015–2025, 120 papers”).
· What this review adds beyond prior surveys (benchmark table, dataset catalog, reporting guidelines).
· One line on edge constraints and ISO 26262/uncertainty.
Author can remove generic AI definitions and unsubstantiated “bibliometric” claims.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the chapter covers the topic well, but it is not fully “scientifically correct” yet. Several performance claims are too general and do not say on which dataset, temperature, or test cycle they were measured, so the reader cannot fairly compare methods. The result tables list MAE/RMSE values but often miss units, test protocols (e.g., HPPC/DST), and sample sizes, which reduces trust in the numbers. A few figures are generic AI diagrams and do not directly explain battery tasks, so they should be replaced with BMS-specific schematics. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Partly sufficient but adding a few recent, high-quality papers and key standards will make the review feel current and more balanced.
	

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

	The language is understandable. But there are frequent grammar and punctuation errors. Many sentences are long or unclear, with filler words and generic claims; these should be rewritten to be shorter, precise, and evidence-linked.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Overall, this is a useful topic and the chapter can become a practical reference with some focused revisions. I suggest tightening the structure around the core BMS tasks (SoC → SoH → RUL → balancing/thermal/safety) and clearly stating what this review adds beyond prior surveys.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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