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	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.


	This manuscript compares traditional and lean logistics systems, showcasing the former in a more positive light. In order to maintain a competitive edge within modern supply chains that need to become more sustainable and efficient, this study emphasizes the advantages of lean logistics, such as waste minimization, prompt action, and improved partnering. It also highlights the need for companies to rethink their logistics in the new paradigm of industry 4.0. This document is important not only from an academic standpoint towards identifying new frameworks for discussion in supply chain optimization, but also as a practitioner’s reference for meeting the needs of modern business priorities: efficiency, cost sustainability.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Reason For Revisions:
Explain the Methodology

Add a sentence describing how the comparison is done, for example, is it done using case studies, simulations or theoretical analysis?

Include Key Findings or Insights

One or two specific insights or outcomes of the comparison would be helpful for the readers understanding of the article’s contributions.

Avoid Repetition

Statements such as “lean logistics is efficient” and “lean logistics helps in profitability” are put in different forms. It would be better to consolidate to eliminate redundancy.

Add Context

Including a brief explanation of why this comparison is relevant now, for instance, during Industry 4.0 or following pandemic-related supply chain disruptions, could enhance the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has the appropriate problems and solutions structurally as per contemporary logistics theory. It does, however, misses out on:

Backing with data from research or relevant texts.

Phrasing in a way that does not generalize too much.

Providing more details and clarity regarding the method or analysis used.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The provided references offer an adequate preliminary understanding of the topic but lack up-to-date, comprehensive details. It is wise to recommend incorporating at least 5-6 recent references from reputable logistics journals to bring the manuscript up to modern scholarly expectations.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a relevant and well-structured study on the influence of lean practices on logistics performance, contributing to the discussion of operational efficiency and supply chain management. The methodology and analysis and results provided by the authors were reasonable and clear. The paper demonstrates academic rigor and relevance, especially with regard to the current state of lean logistics.

In this case, some changes must be made:

To better encapsulate the aim of the study, the abstract as presented lacks clarity and accuracy.

The literature review should be updated with some recent references from the last 2–3 years.

The authors should disclose any competing interests and state whether ethical considerations were met, if relevant.

With these minor revisions, the manuscript will be ready to publish and would fit well within the scope of the journal.
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