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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 chapter addresses an important question: whether generative AI is producing experimentally validated corrosion inhibitors or primarily proposing promising molecular structures. Its contribution lies in connecting molecular design with the reliability of training data, quantum chemical descriptors, and electrochemical validation. The distinction between predicted performance and demonstrated protection is useful for researchers planning computational and experimental studies. Its recommendations on reproducibility, uncertainty, and environmental suitability provide a practical basis for strengthening future research.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      4 = Good
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      3 – Satisfactory
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      5 – Excellent
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	      4 = Good
	

	14. 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
	       4 = Good
	


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.
	Yes. It accurately reflects the chapter’s focus on generative AI, molecular descriptors, and experimental validation, although it could be shortened.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. It summarises the purpose, approach, findings, and recommendations. However, “no published study” should be qualified as “no study identified within the review’s search scope up to 22 July 2026.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Not entirely; several interpretations require revision. Section 4.2 treats improved performance after data augmentation as proof of training–test dependence without demonstrating that dependence. Section 9.4 should distinguish evaluation on held-out known compounds from prospective testing of newly generated molecules. These points should be clarified, and categorical claims should be moderated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Generally, yes. They cover the main themes and include publications dated 2025–2026. The authors should identify sources assessed only through abstracts and ensure that detailed methodological criticisms are supported by full-text examination. 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No specific ethical breach is evident from the supplied chapter. AI assistance is disclosed. Reference accuracy and originality have not been independently established, so this assessment should not be interpreted as formal verification. 
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