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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 is important as it introduces an innovative and cost-effective digital framework for improving the management, accuracy, and accessibility of zoological specimens. Its integration of AI, QR technology, and cloud systems offers significant value for advancing biodiversity research and modernizing collection 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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The title is clear, descriptive, and reflects the core components of the study (QR codes, digital framework, zoological specimen management, and information systems). It effectively conveys both the technological focus and application domain.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly outlines the problem, proposed solution (IQRF), key technologies (QR codes, AI, IoT, blockchain), methodology elements, and major outcomes (efficiency improvements and error reduction). It also highlights the novelty and practical significance of the work.

However, it leans slightly toward being dense and somewhat overstated (e.g., very high performance claims without context). Minor tightening and clearer distinction between validated results and projected outcomes would make it stronger and more balanced.


	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

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

The keywords are relevant and reflect the core themes of the manuscript, including QR technology, zoological specimen management, and AI-based frameworks. However, they could be slightly improved by including more specific or widely indexed terms (e.g., “biodiversity informatics” or “digital curation”) to enhance discoverability.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The background information is generally sufficient and logically organized. The introduction and literature review together provide a clear context, explaining the limitations of traditional specimen management and the evolution toward digital solutions like QR codes, AI, and IoT. The progression from global initiatives to the specific research gap is well articulated.

However, the section can be improved by reducing repetition, tightening some overly long paragraphs, and ensuring smoother transitions between ideas. A more critical comparison of existing systems (rather than mostly descriptive) would further strengthen the background and elevate it to an excellent level.


	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement

The manuscript does not explicitly state clear research objectives or hypotheses in a dedicated section. While the overall aim of proposing and evaluating the IQRF system can be inferred from the introduction and methodology, the lack of clearly defined, structured objectives (or testable hypotheses) weakens the scientific clarity of the study.

To improve, the authors should include a concise set of specific objectives (e.g., system development, performance evaluation, comparison with traditional methods) and, if applicable, measurable hypotheses aligned with the reported results.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The literature review is relevant and generally up to date. It includes key developments in QR code applications, biodiversity informatics, and recent trends such as AI integration and digital specimen management. The inclusion of recent references (up to 2024–2025) strengthens its timeliness. However, the review is somewhat descriptive and could benefit from deeper critical analysis and clearer synthesis of prior studies. Additionally, a more systematic comparison highlighting limitations of existing frameworks versus the proposed IQRF would further enhance its quality and rigor.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The research methodology is appropriate for the study’s objectives. The use of an Agile Information Systems lifecycle, integration of QR code technology, AI models (e.g., transfer learning with ResNet-50 and MobileNetV2), IoT monitoring, and cloud/database architecture aligns well with the goal of developing and evaluating a digital specimen management framework. The inclusion of pilot implementation and performance testing adds practical relevance.

However, the methodology lacks some clarity and rigor in terms of experimental design. Details such as dataset size justification, sampling strategy, validation procedures, and reproducibility aspects are not sufficiently elaborated. Providing more structured methodological steps and clearer evaluation criteria would strengthen its scientific robustness.


	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

Ethical considerations are partially addressed in the manuscript. The mention of anonymizing geolocation data for sensitive or endangered species and the use of secure frameworks (e.g., blockchain, RBAC) reflects awareness of data privacy and responsible data handling. However, ethical aspects are not discussed in a dedicated or comprehensive manner. Issues such as data governance, AI bias, consent (where applicable), and broader implications of digital biodiversity data sharing are only briefly touched upon. A more explicit and structured ethics section would strengthen this aspect.


	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

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

The results are presented clearly, with a logical flow from system implementation to performance evaluation. Quantitative outcomes—such as reductions in inventory time, error rates, and AI accuracy—are easy to follow and demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed framework. The inclusion of practical scenarios (e.g., pilot testing, real-world constraints) adds clarity and relevance.

However, the presentation would benefit from better structuring through tables, graphs, or summarized comparisons. Some results appear embedded within descriptive text, and clearer separation between measured results and simulated outcomes would improve transparency and readability.


	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

The figures included (e.g., workflow diagram, system architecture, and sample QR codes) are relevant to the study and help illustrate the proposed framework and its practical implementation.

However, their presentation can be improved. The manuscript lacks tables to summarize key results, comparisons, or system components, which would enhance clarity. Additionally, figure captions are minimal and do not fully explain the content or significance of each figure. Some figures (e.g., multiple QR code examples) appear repetitive and could be consolidated. Improving labeling, caption detail, and overall balance between figures and tables would strengthen this section.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The discussion effectively relates findings to existing literature, though deeper critical comparison with recent studies would strengthen it further.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent

The conclusions are well-supported by the presented data and align clearly with the study’s results and analysis.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

The manuscript briefly acknowledges limitations such as internet dependency, AI bias, and implementation constraints, indicating awareness of potential challenges. However, these limitations are not systematically discussed or critically analyzed in a dedicated section, which reduces their impact and clarity.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The references are relevant and cover key foundational and recent studies, but inclusion of more recent high-impact and domain-specific sources would further strengthen the manuscript.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

The manuscript is generally understandable, but grammatical inconsistencies, long sentences, and occasional awkward phrasing affect overall clarity and readability.
	


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 is generally appropriate and reflects the core focus of the study; however, it can be improved for clarity and conciseness. The phrase “digital framework” is somewhat redundant when combined with “Information Systems approach,” and the inclusion of “intelligent” would better highlight the AI-driven aspects of the work. A more refined version could be: “A QR Code–Enabled Intelligent Framework for Zoological Specimen Management Using an Information Systems Approach.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and effectively summarizes the study’s objectives, methodology, key technologies, and outcomes. However, it could be slightly improved by simplifying overly dense sentences and briefly clarifying the validation method (e.g., pilot study or simulation) to enhance readability and transparency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in concept, but it is not fully rigorous in its current form. Several claims particularly the reported performance metrics (e.g., 97–98% accuracy, 93–95% efficiency gains, and 0% data manipulation) lack sufficient methodological detail, statistical validation, and reproducibility. To improve scientific correctness, the authors should clearly describe the experimental design, dataset size and characteristics, validation methods, and statistical analyses used to support these results, as well as avoid absolute claims unless they are robustly justified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The references are somewhat limited and not sufficiently recent or comprehensive. While a few key studies are cited, the manuscript relies on older foundational sources and includes vague mentions of “additional sources” without proper citation. The authors should incorporate more recent (last 3–5 years) peer-reviewed studies, especially on AI in museum informatics, IoT-based specimen monitoring, and blockchain applications in data management, and ensure all referenced claims are properly and specifically cited.


	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	Recommendation: Major Revision

The manuscript presents a promising and innovative framework with strong potential; however, it would benefit from further clarification of methodology, stronger validation of results, and more comprehensive referencing to enhance its scientific rigor and overall impact.

	


	PART  3: 



	
	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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