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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	Although the manuscript covers a pertinent issue in the field of Sustainable Supply Chain Management (SSCM), its present style lacks scholarly rigor. It lacks a well-articulated contribution to theory or practice. The suggested structure is not anchored in accepted SSCM models, and the analysis stays essentially descriptive without enough empirical depth or analytical accuracy. The work might be useful for practitioners, but it lacks the requirements for a high-impact academic release until significant revisions are made.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate in scope, but may be slightly overstated given the manuscript’s current methodological weaknesses. The phrase “Critical Evaluation” implies a level of theoretical engagement and critique that is not adequately demonstrated.
Suggested revision:

“A Review of Sustainable Supply Chain Management Frameworks: Identifying Gaps and Outlining Future Directions”
	

	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.


	The abstract contains key information but is overly broad, lacks clarity, and is verbose. Important methodological details and the scope of analysis are vague.
Recommendations:

· Condense the abstract by eliminating general statements.

· Clearly define the research gap and methodology.
· Highlight concrete findings and limitations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Although the authors assert to have undertaken a meta-analysis, the criteria for article selection, coding practices, and synthesis approaches are not precisely stated in the present form of the paper. Furthermore:

· Tables and figures lack clarity and are not well-integrated into the discussion.

· There is little to no conceptual framework to anchor the critique.

· The validation of the proposed model is speculative and lacks empirical backing.

The study should provide a systematic analytical framework, supported by relevant theories (e.g., contingency theory, stakeholder theory), and justify its claims with rigorous evaluation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While references are relatively recent, many are not from high-impact journals or are weakly integrated into the arguments. The literature review lacks synthesis and critical engagement.

Strongly recommended additions:

1. Evolutions of sustainable supply chain management in emerging economies: a literature review. Management Science Letters Vol. 14 No. 4 pp 201 - 264 (2024) https://doi.org/10.5267/j.msl.2024.3.003

2. Sustainable supply chain management and organizational performance: the mediating role of competitive advantage…. Futur Bus J 10, 47 (2024). https://doi.org/10.1186/s43093-024-00332-6
3. Impact of sustainable supply chain management practices on competitive advantage and organizational performance in the manufacturing sector", IJPPM, Vol. 74 No. 3, pp. 995-1025. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-03-2024-0143
	

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


	Although the scientific content of the language is good, some grammatical and syntactic mistakes make reading difficult. Thus, improving the clarity and flow of writing would help the text to be more strong. Examples include:

· "The intrinsic starting point bloomed..." ( unclear and informal.

· "Amounts of SSCM frameworks are suggested..." ( grammatically incorrect.

A comprehensive language and copyedit by a professional editor is essential before the manuscript can be considered further.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a timely and important topic in SSCM. The effort to propose an improved, technology-integrated framework is commendable and shows potential. With clearer structure, stronger theoretical grounding, and improved language, the study could make a valuable contribution to the field.
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