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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 study is of particular importance to the scientific community because it provides a rigorous and standardized methodological framework for assessing carbon footprints, with a specific focus on the complex seafood sector. The main reasons why this research is valuable:
Synthesis of international standards: The article clarifies the application of key standards (such as ISO 14064, PAS 2050, and the GHG Protocol), providing researchers with a solid foundation for ensuring consistency and transparency in emissions reporting.
Introduction of advanced technologies: The paper proposes an innovative approach by integrating machine learning and IoT sensors, enabling a shift from static estimates to real-time emissions monitoring, which significantly increases the accuracy of predictions.
Identification of critical points (“hot spots”): Through a detailed life cycle assessment (LCA), the study helps identify the stages with the greatest environmental impact in the supply chain, providing a theoretical basis for developing evidence-based climate change mitigation strategies.
Foundation for future research: The document highlights current gaps in data collection and systemic limitations, serving as a starting point for future studies that expand assessments to regional emission factors and hybrid calculation models.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
To ensure that a paper is easily found in search engines (such as Google Scholar or Scopus), keywords should also include elements of novelty or alternative terms.
Suggestions for completion/optimization:
Life Cycle Assessment (LCA): Although it is the main method discussed in the text, it is missing from the list of keywords. It is the most searched term in this field.
Emerging Technologies: Terms such as “IoT” (Internet of Things) or “Machine Learning” should be included, as they represent the “novelty statement” of the paper.
Sustainability: A broader term that helps frame the paper within the global context of climate change.
However, it is preferable that the keywords not appear in the title
	

	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
Although the information is well-structured, there is a slight imbalance:
Technology vs. Classical Theory: While the background on LCA and GHG is very comprehensive, the background information on IoT and Machine Learning (mentioned as new developments) is more limited. The reader might benefit from a brief introduction on how these sensors collect data before moving on to their application.
Regional differences: The background section cites data from the United Kingdom (DEFRA) or India, but a brief section on the specific context of the region targeted by the authors would have added local relevance.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Although the objectives are clear, they could be strengthened by making the following adjustments:
Lack of a technological objective in the Introduction: Although the “Statement of Novelty” mentions machine learning and IoT, this is not stated as a primary objective at the beginning of the paper. If the integration of these technologies is the authors’ main goal, it should be explicitly stated in the “Objectives” section.
Hierarchy: A list of bullet points would have been useful to separate the theoretical objective (analysis of standards) from the practical one (quantification of emissions in a case study).
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The sources are highly relevant, covering the entire necessary spectrum: from global legislation and technical standards to biological case studies and new technologies (AI/IoT)The sources are highly relevant, covering the entire necessary spectrum: from global legislation and technical standards to biological case studies and new technologies (AI/IoT)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
An analysis of the manuscript’s bibliography (which includes sources up to 2024) identified 14 sources published in the last 5 years (2020–2024). These are essential because they underpin the article’s contemporary conclusions, particularly those related to technology and the current limitations of computing systems.
	

	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
	1
Surprisingly for a review article, the methodology used to search the literature is not explained at all.
If the paper is a practical guide or a technical report (as suggested in Section 13, which states that it is “designed for practical applications in industry”), then the emphasis on “how the calculation is performed” at the expense of “how the literature was reviewed” is understandable, but it still constitutes a shortcoming in terms of academic form.
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The conclusions are accurate and written in an appropriate academic style, serving as a faithful summary of the methodologies presented. They successfully translate a complex technical analysis into a set of clear recommendations for the seafood industry.
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
The bibliographic references are of exceptional quality. If this paper is submitted for publication in a reputable journal, the peer reviewers will appreciate that the authors have cited sources from leading journals. The bibliography demonstrates that the study is aligned with the latest methodologies for calculating carbon footprints
	

	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
	5
The manuscript achieves the objective stated on page 12: it is a document designed for “newcomers to this field.” The language is clear, informative, and professional, making it an excellent example of effective scientific communication.
	





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 current title of the article, “Carbon Footprint Aessessment—Research Methods and Procedures,” is appropriate and descriptive, but it is rather general in nature. It is clear, academic, and clearly indicates that the paper focuses on methodology (methods and procedures). However, it does not mention the seafood sector, which is, in fact, the main case study of the paper. A researcher looking for specific data on aquaculture or fisheries might not find the article right away because of this very broad title. An option that would combine the method (LCA/carbon footprint) with the sector (seafood). For example: “Assessing the carbon footprint of seafood: Research methods and standardized procedures.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Although the abstract is theoretically comprehensive, it could be even stronger if it included the following elements:
Technological innovation: Although the main text (under “Statement of Novelty”) mentions machine learning and IoT, these elements are missing from the abstract. It would be useful to mention them, as they represent the paper’s main differentiating factor.
Specific results: The abstract focuses on the evaluation process but does not provide any indication of concrete results (for example, which stage in the supply chain was identified as the most polluting).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is a robust, credible, and well-documented resource. It meets the quality criteria for publication or use as a methodological foundation in the seafood industry.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is based on articles published in high-impact-factor journals, which lends it undeniable scientific authority:
Top Tier (Elite): Nature and Science – are the most prestigious scientific journals in the world. Their inclusion in the bibliography (Burke et al. 2018, Chambers et al. 2007) anchors the study in major global debates.
Excellence in the field (Q1):
Journal of Cleaner Production (Elsevier) – one of the most cited journals on sustainability.
Science of the Total Environment (Elsevier) – a top journal in environmental sciences.
Fish and Fisheries (Wiley) – the world’s No. 1 journal in the field of fisheries (cited in Ziegler et al. 2016).
Applied Energy (Elsevier) – for sections on energy consumption.
Specialized (Q2): Sustainability (MDPI), Aquaculture (Elsevier), Ecological Indicators.
	

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

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

	
NO	
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