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1. Relevance to the journal:
Is this submission relevant to one of the ‘Hydrogen Safety’ journal topics?  Select one of the options below, and feel free to elaborate in the comment box.*
Rate: Excellent / Good / Fair / Poor / Not Applicable or Unsure
Comments/Explanation: *
	


 


2. Originality:
While all research builds upon existing knowledge and evidence, do you believe this submission progresses knowledge on this subject? Are there original findings, or do conceptual arguments provide a somewhat new perspective on established thinking? Select one of the options below, and feel free to elaborate in the comment box.*
Rate: Excellent / Good / Fair / Poor / Not Applicable or Unsure
Comments/Explanation: *
	


 


3. Discussion of the relevant literature:
Do the authors demonstrate the sufficient knowledge of the contemporary state of the submission topic? Select one of the options below, and feel free to elaborate in the comment box.*
Rate: Excellent / Good / Fair / Poor / Not Applicable or Unsure
Comments/Explanation: *
	


 


4. Methodology:
Please assess the clarity and overall appropriateness of the methodology, keeping in mind that different criteria may be applied in assessing empirical versus more theoretical or conceptual articles. Are the methodology and data sources noted in the article, and are methodological weaknesses addressed? Overall, do you find the methodology appropriate for the subject matter being examined in the submission? Please briefly explain your response in the comment box, and provide suggestions to the author for bolstering the methodology, if appropriate.*
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5. Clarity:
Do you find the writing to be clear and structured in a logical manner? Please keep in mind that, if an article is accepted, we will work with the author to strengthen the prose and structure. In the comment box, please offer suggestions for strengthening the writing AND/OR the structure of the piece.*
Rate: Excellent / Good / Fair / Poor / Not Applicable or Unsure
Comments/Explanation: *
	


 


6. Reporting and discussion of the results:
Do you find the writing properly present and discuss the validity domain of the results including possible errors/uncertainties? In the comment box, please offer suggestions for strengthening the writing AND/OR the structure of the piece.*
Rate: Excellent / Good / Fair / Poor / Not Applicable or Unsure
Comments/Explanation: *
	


 


7. Data availability:
Has data used in the study been adequately described and made available? If applicable is there a 'Data Availability Statement' prior to the reference list providing information on how to access the data, or information on why it has not been made public? (See the Author Guidelines for more information)*
· Data is adequately described and information on availability is provided 
· Data is adequately described but information on availability is not provided
· Data is not adequately described but information on availability is provided 
· Data is not adequately described and information on availability is not provided 
Comments/Explanation: *
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Comments/Explanation: *
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