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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.

	The paper addresses an urgent and active area: applying AI/ML/DL and meta-heuristics to EV battery management (SOC/SOH/RUL, thermal/fault management). A well-curated survey can save researchers time, reveal trends, and identify promising directions for real-world BMS deployment. The manuscript assembles families of methods (e.g., BNN/RF/SVM/LSTM/GRU; GA/PSO/RL) and summarizes claimed accuracies and use-cases, which is useful for orientation. However, in its current form it catalogs techniques more than it compares them; adding evidence-based, normalized comparisons (datasets, protocols, metrics, resource/latency) would substantially increase its value. Accordingly, my recommendation is Major Revision.
	

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

	The current title—Intelligent Battery Management in Electric Vehicles: A Comprehensive Review of AI Techniques—is broadly descriptive and signals the paper’s scope; however, the word “Comprehensive” overpromises given the manuscript’s present emphasis on cataloging methods over normalized, side-by-side comparisons and benchmarking. A stronger title should set accurate expectations while highlighting what readers will concretely gain (methods, datasets, evaluation lenses, and open challenges).  therefore recommend reframing to something more precise, for example: AI Techniques for EV Battery Management: Methods, Benchmarks, and Open Challenges; or, if the authors plan to center critical synthesis, Machine Learning for EV Battery Management: A Critical Review of Estimation and Optimization Methods; or, if they will add a datasets/protocols appendix, Data-Driven BMS for Electric Vehicles: Methods, Datasets, and Comparative Insights. Any of these alternatives aligns better with the actual contribution and helps editors and readers quickly understand the paper’s focus without overselling its breadth.
	

	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 clear about the motivation (EV safety and reliability) and the intent to survey AI techniques, but it is not yet fully comprehensive for a scholarly review. It should briefly state the review protocol—databases searched, time window, and inclusion/exclusion criteria—so readers can judge coverage at a glance. It would also benefit from task scoping (e.g., SOC, SOH, RUL, thermal/fault management) with a note on how many studies per task were synthesized. Most importantly, add a sentence with representative quantitative takeaways (typical error ranges or performance tiers by method family on common datasets/drive cycles) and, where relevant, uncertainty/robustness remarks rather than only listing methods. Please temper broad claims (e.g., “comprehensive”) and explicitly state limits of coverage (chemistry, temperature bands, embedded constraints). Finally, end with an actionable concluding line—practical guidance on which methods are preferable under which conditions and what open challenges remain. No deletions are strictly required, but replacing generic statements with these concrete elements will make the abstract self-contained and decision-useful for readers and editors.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript is technically sound at a high level, accurately describing the main AI/ML families used in EV battery management (e.g., SOC/SOH/RUL estimation with classical ML, deep learning, and meta-heuristics) and their generic pros/cons; I did not find outright scientific falsehoods in the method summaries. However, the work falls short of scientific rigor expected of a review because the cross-paper results are presented without a comparability framework—datasets, drive cycles, temperature ranges, train/test splits, and even metric definitions differ, so the numbers in the summary tables are not directly comparable. This weakens the evidential basis of several claims (e.g., that one technique “outperforms” another) and invites confirmation bias. To reach scientific correctness, the paper should (i) add a methods/protocol section for the literature search and screening, (ii) normalize analyses by grouping studies on the same dataset/condition and report medians/IQR with confidence intervals or nonparametric tests, (iii) discuss uncertainty/calibration (especially for probabilistic models) rather than only point errors, (iv) include a validation & complexity subsection covering model size, latency, and embedded feasibility, and (v) address reproducibility by noting code/data availability. With these revisions, the survey would move from a descriptive catalog to a scientifically robust, critical review; in its current form, my recommendation remains Major Revision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are broadly relevant but not yet sufficient or up-to-date for a state-of-the-art review. The list leans on 2018–2023 sources with few 2024–2025 works and lacks anchors that enable fair comparison—namely benchmark/dataset papers (e.g., NASA PCoE, CALCE, Oxford/Bosch) and drive-cycle protocols (UDDS, WLTP, DST) used across studies. I recommend adding (i) comparative evaluations on the same datasets (e.g., LSTM/GRU/TCN or RF/GPR side-by-side) to support claims; (ii) uncertainty-aware SOC/SOH/RUL studies (coverage, calibration) and physics-informed ML; (iii) recent HIL/embedded deployments reporting latency/memory on ECUs; and (iv) safety/diagnostics literature (thermal-runaway precursors, fault detection under noise and aging). Please also include persistent identifiers (DOIs), note code/data availability, and standardize citation formatting. With these additions—especially 2024–2025 benchmarks and embedded case studies—the bibliography will better support the manuscript’s conclusions and elevate it from a catalog of methods to an evidence-based critical review.
	

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

	
The manuscript is generally readable and conveys its ideas, but it does not yet meet the polish expected for scholarly communications. recommend a careful copy-editing pass to standardize academic tone and improve consistency in terminology and abbreviations (e.g., “Battery Management System (BMS)” defined once and used uniformly; SOC/SOH/RUL introduced at first mention), as well as tense/voice (prefer past for reported studies, present for general truths) and parallel structure in lists. Several sentences are long or loosely punctuated; breaking them into shorter clauses will reduce run-ons and clarify argument flow. Unify spelling (US vs. UK), capitalization of section/figure/table titles, and treatment of units/symbols (SI spacing, percent signs, subscripts). Ensure figure and table captions are complete, self-contained, and consistently formatted; check cross-references. Finally, tighten wording to avoid overclaiming (“comprehensive,” “state-of-the-art”) unless supported by evidence, and add smoother transitions/topic sentences between subsections. With these language edits—ideally a professional proofread aligned to the journal’s style guide—the paper will be suitable for scholarly dissemination.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
Overall, this manuscript could become a genuine “roadmap” for newcomers if it moves from listing methods to evidence-based synthesis. Please add a concise review protocol (databases, keywords, time window, inclusion/exclusion criteria) together with a PRISMA-style screening diagram to strengthen transparency and reproducibility. Rework the result tables so that studies are directly comparable: group by the same dataset/drive cycle/temperature band, and report median ± IQR (rather than isolated best numbers), with basic statistical tests to avoid impressionistic comparisons. It would also help to include a brief appendix that enumerates common benchmark datasets and evaluation protocols (e.g., UDDS, WLTP, DST) with links/DOIs so readers can easily follow up.

On content, suggest adding a short subsection on validation and model complexity (model size, compute, memory, and inference latency on the target hardware—ECU/edge/cloud), along with a deeper discussion of uncertainty and robustness (calibration/coverage, domain shift across temperature/aging/chemistry, sensor noise). Explicitly note code/data availability for cited works to support reproducibility. For language and presentation, provide a unified nomenclature table (BMS, SOC/SOH/RUL, RMSE/MAE/MAPE; SI units), ensure a consistent academic tone, and standardize figure/table captions and cross-references. Finally, temper over-claims such as “comprehensive” to match the actual scope—or reframe the paper as a critical review with benchmarks, open challenges, and practice-oriented takeaways, which better reflects its strengths and the improvements recommended above.

The topic is timely and the survey is broadly correct, but it needs a transparent review protocol, normalized/comparable analysis across datasets/drive cycles, deeper discussion of uncertainty/robustness and embedded feasibility, updated/targeted references, and language/format polishing. With these changes, the manuscript could become a useful field reference; in its current form, Major Revision is warranted.
	
















	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883][bookmark: _Hlk156057704]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 details)
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