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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 (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 addresses an important and widely studied optimization challenge in modern logistics—delivery route planning—whose computational formulation (TSP/VRP) is NP-hard and becomes intractable as the number of delivery points grows. By proposing and experimentally evaluating a Genetic Algorithm framework, the study contributes a practical metaheuristic approach that can produce near-optimal routes within reasonable time, which is valuable for real-world delivery operations under e-commerce and last-mile growth. 
The reported improvements over common heuristic baselines (e.g., nearest neighbor/greedy), including route length reductions up to ~17–18% on medium-scale cases and <2% error on standard benchmarks, indicate meaningful performance relevance for applied researchers and practitioners. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and clearly reflects the manuscript’s core focus: applying a Genetic Algorithm to delivery route optimization.  However, it would benefit from a minor grammatical improvement for clarity and academic style—e.g., “Delivery Route Optimization Using a Genetic Algorithm” (adding “a”) or “GA-Based Delivery Route Optimization”. 
	

	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 mostly comprehensive in terms of presenting the motivation, problem framing (TSP/VRP, NP-hard), the proposed GA-based framework, and a qualitative statement of performance improvement over greedy/nearest-neighbor heuristics.  However, it needs revision for clarity and completeness, because there is noticeable duplication (the introductory sentences and the abstract content appear repeated), and formatting (“ABSTRACT” insertion mid-text) should be corrected. 

Suggestions (add / delete):

· Delete repeated sentences and ensure the abstract appears once as a single coherent paragraph. 

· Add key quantitative outcomes (e.g., % route reduction vs. baselines, best-case improvement, instance sizes such as number of nodes) since the abstract currently reports improvement only qualitatively (“shorter route lengths and better convergence”). 

· Add a brief clarification of the experimental setting (simulated delivery networks only, single vehicle vs. multi-vehicle, and main constraints considered) to avoid overgeneralization to broader VRP settings.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct at a high level, in the sense that it formulates delivery routing as a TSP-style combinatorial optimization problem, applies a standard permutation-based GA representation, and uses appropriate evolutionary operators (e.g., Order Crossover and swap mutation) that are consistent with routing literature. 

However, the paper has scientific/technical reporting issues that must be corrected before it can be considered fully sound and reproducible:

1. Key mathematical expressions are incomplete/missing in the text: the objective function and the fitness function equation appear blank or truncated, which prevents verification and replication. 

2. The manuscript repeatedly frames the problem as TSP/VRP, but the experiments are effectively single-vehicle TSP (visit all nodes once and return), without VRP constraints (capacity, time windows, multi-vehicle). This is not incorrect, but it is conceptually inconsistent and should be stated clearly to avoid overclaiming. 

3. The results section includes claims like “statistically meaningful” improvements, but no repeated runs, variance (std/CI), or statistical testing is provided—so this statement is not scientifically supported as written. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the authors should discuss these routing algorithms and compare their algorithm with studies like: “Pareto optimal path generation algorithm in stochastic transportation networks” and “Reliable Vehicle Routing Problem Using Traffic Sensors Augmented Information”
	

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


	The English is generally understandable, but it is not fully suitable for scholarly communication in its current form and requires major language editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	None.
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	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 detail)

No.
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