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	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 presents a Self-Learning Slime Mould Algorithm (SLSMA) designed for solving complex multi-UAV (drone) 3D path-planning problems. The results show that SLSMA consistently outperforms several state-of-the-art metaheuristics across benchmark optimization tasks and multi-drone scenarios, demonstrating superior robustness, convergence behaviour, and collision-free trajectory generation.
This contribution is of clear significance to the scientific community, especially in fields involving multi-agent robotics, swarm intelligence, and autonomous UAV navigation. The combination of adaptive learning, dynamic perturbation, and B-spline-based trajectory generation positions the methodology as a meaningful advancement that can inform future research and real-world UAV applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggested Possible Title 

“A Self-Learning Slime Mould Algorithm for Robust Multi-UAV 3D Path Planning in Complex Environments”


	

	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.


	A strong abstract for this paper should include:

· A brief statement of the path-planning challenges in UAV swarms.

· A clear description of the SLSMA and its three key innovations (situation-aware search, dynamic switching operator, adaptive perturbation) — articulated in the conclusion section.

· A concise summary of benchmark results showing superior convergence and robustness (as demonstrated in Figures 3–8 and Tables 12–15).

· A concluding sentence highlighting the practical implications, such as cost-effectiveness, resilience, and real-world applicability.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on available excerpts, the manuscript appears scientifically sound:

· The comparison algorithms (CO-SMA, ESMA, SMA-AGDE, SMA) are appropriate and widely used in swarm intelligence research.

· Parameter settings are clearly tabulated (Tables 12–14).

· Multiple scenarios (I–III) are tested with increasing complexity, producing consistent evidence in favour of SLSMA (Tables 15, Figures 4–8).

· Conclusions are well-supported by quantitative metrics (fitness, STD, convergence curves, and collision analysis).

The methodology, result interpretation, and comparisons appear technically correct from the portion visible.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes:

· Several recent works from 2020–2024, particularly in UAV path planning, swarm intelligence, and B-spline modeling.

· Classical foundational works (e.g., Dubins 1957; Savitzky & Golay 1964) appropriately cited for geometrical/trajectory contexts.


	

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


	From all retrieved sections, the writing quality is high, academic in tone, and suitable for publication.
Sentences are generally clear, though occasionally lengthy and could be tightened for readability.

Example:
“The algorithmic superiority of the SLSMA is anchored in three key innovations…” is well-written and scholarly.

A light copy-editing pass is recommended to address:

· Occasional minor grammatical inconsistencies.

· Repetitive phrasing in result interpretation sections.

· Consistency in figure and table references.

But overall, language quality is appropriate for scholarly communication.
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	Recommendation: Minor Revision

Strengths

· Clear scientific contribution: The introduction of SLSMA and its three core innovations is well-justified and experimentally validated.

· Strong experimental evaluation: The benchmark functions and multi-UAV scenarios are appropriate and comprehensive.

· Good structure and writing quality: The manuscript is coherent, academic in tone, and communicates results well.

· Relevant and recent references: Includes several 2022–2024 sources.

Areas Needing Minor Revision

· Abstract and title not visible in the extracted sections — may require refinement for clarity and completeness.

· Some sections could benefit from improved conciseness.

· Minor grammatical polishing needed in results interpretation sections.

· Visualization clarity (Figures 5–8) may require improved captions, labels, or formatting (based on snippet appearance).


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

Elham Albaroudi, University of Salford, United Kingdom

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

