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	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.


	This manuscript is significant for the scientific community as it highlights the environmental and public health challenges resulting from the transformation of Porto Romano from an industrial hub to a suburban area. By examining air quality and waste management issues, it provides valuable insights into the long-term effects of industrial contamination on residential areas. The study also emphasizes the need for policy interventions and infrastructural support to mitigate health risks and improve living conditions. Furthermore, its findings contribute to the broader discourse on sustainable urban planning and environmental rehabilitation in post-industrial regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is descriptive but somewhat lengthy and could be more concise. Here are a few alternative suggestions:

1. Environmental Concerns in Porto-Romano: Impact of Industrial to Suburban Shift
2. Porto-Romano’s Transition: Residents’ Views on Environmental Issues
3. From Industry to Suburbia: Environmental Challenges in Porto-Romano
4. Porto-Romano’s Changing Landscape: Resident Perceptions of Environmental Problems
5. Environmental Issues in Porto-Romano Post-Industrial Transformation

	

	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 provides a good overview of the study but could be improved for clarity, structure, and coherence. Here are my suggestions:

Key Issues & Suggested Improvements:
1. Title Consistency: The title focuses on residents' perceptions, but the abstract leans toward air quality and waste management. Ensure alignment between the title and abstract.

2. Clarity in Objectives: The aim should clearly link air quality, waste management, and industrial transformation to residents' well-being.

3. Grammar & Sentence Structure: Some sentences are unclear or awkwardly phrased. For example, “2009 an energetic park was implemented…” should be “In 2009, an energy park was established…”

4. Methodology Explanation: The abstract mentions a "mixed methodological approach" but does not specify what methods were used (e.g., surveys, interviews, air quality measurements).

5. Stronger Conclusion: The conclusion should reinforce key findings and recommendations concisely.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically relevant but requires improvements in clarity, methodological details, and data presentation. Strengthening quantitative analysis, aligning the title with the abstract, and refining conclusions would enhance its credibility and impact.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cover environmental issues, statistical methods, waste management, and urbanization, which are relevant to the study. 
	

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


	The article presents relevant research, but the English language and academic writing style need significant improvements.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The language and structure need refinement for scholarly clarity. 

· Methodology and conclusions should be more specific.
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