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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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 holds considerable importance for the scientific and professional community as it addresses a rapidly evolving intersection between Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAI) and Supply Chain Management (SCM) a domain of global operational significance. By systematically reviewing peer-reviewed studies from 2023–2024, it consolidates scattered insights into a coherent understanding of GenAI’s opportunities, benefits, and challenges in SCM. The paper offers valuable evidence-based insights emphasizing both technological potential and organizational preparedness. It also bridges a current research gap by integrating ethical, technical, and operational perspectives, thereby providing a foundation for future empirical and framework-based research in AI-driven supply chain innovation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title is suitable as it correctly reflects the methodology (systematic review) and scope (GenAI in SCM). So, I don’t suggest alternative one.
	

	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 is comprehensive, well-structured, and follows a logical progression covering the purpose, methodology, results, and implications. However, the first part could have been shorten a bit. Furthermore, in relation to the references, it states that “24 peer-reviewed articles published between 2023 to 2024” are referred but those listed under references is 15 in number with those published between 2022 to 2024. Hence, this should be corrected in abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent, relevant, and largely sufficient, with most sources from 2022–2024, However, the number and years of these references mentioned in the abstract does not match.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The quality of the English language is suitable for scholarly publication subject to minor corrections in grammer.
	

	Optional/General comments
	The manuscript demonstrates strong academic merit, relevant topic, and methodologically sound, and it is suitable for publication after minor grammer revisions.
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