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	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 article tries to underscore the urgent need for a paradigm shift in industrial and societal thinking, advocating for greater automation, waste reduction, and process refinement to maximize productivity. Overall, the article is well written and in the scope of the Journal. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
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	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.
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	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
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	Comments to the Author


Thanks to the authors for submitting the article “A Comparison of Lean Logistics vs Traditional Logistics is Warranted”. This article tries to underscore the urgent need for a paradigm shift in industrial and societal thinking, advocating for greater automation, waste reduction, and process refinement to maximize productivity. Overall, the article is well written and in the scope of the Journal. 
I do hope that the comments provided by the reviewers will help improve the manuscript.

1. A good Introduction section should answer several questions: Why is the topic important (or why do you study on it)? What are research questions? What has been studied? I would suggest the author to enhance the theoretical discussion and arrive at your debate or argument.

2. Section 2.1. Please make sure to use the capital S in supply chain management capital.

3. The research gaps section is missing. Clear research gaps should be discussed. It is not clear how this research fills the gap in the literature

4. It would be better if you provide the Comparison of Lean Logistics vs Traditional Logistics in tabular form.
5. Please, while the discussion is thorough, it could be streamlined by focusing on the most significant findings and their implications. Findings need to be discussed in the real-world scenario.
6. Please make sure your ‘conclusion’ section underscores the scientific value added of your paper, and/or the applicability of your findings/results.
7. References should be crosschecked for their completeness, uniformity, and accuracy.
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