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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 addresses a relevant public health and environmental sustainability issue in the context of a developing country. It identifies key socio-demographic predictors that influence knowledge, attitude, and practices (KAP) related to proper refuse disposal, which is vital for effective policy formulation. The study has practical implications for waste management strategies, particularly in Nigeria, and offers a replicable methodology for similar contexts in sub-Saharan Africa
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable.
However, consider simplifying slightly for clarity.
Suggested alternative:
“Socio-demographic Predictors of Knowledge, Attitude, and Practices of Proper Refuse Disposal in Isoko South, Delta State”
	

	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 informative, but it is too long and needs refinement.
Some parts are grammatically flawed (e.g., "Although misconception persist…").

Overloaded with detail on demographics, which can be shortened.

Lacks a clear summary of methodology and results in a concise form.

       Suggestion: Reorganise the abstract to clearly state: background, methods, key findings, and conclusions in brief sentences.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust, featuring valid methodology and thorough statistical analysis.
The regression models are appropriate.

Findings are well-supported with data.

The sample size is large, and sampling methods are acceptable.
However, the questionnaire tool (SKAPPRDMQ) is not provided—an appendix or sample would strengthen replicability.

Some statistical interpretations are not fully explained (e.g., low R² in knowledge model still presented as strong).

              Terminology needs consistency (e.g., “film” instead of “firm”?)
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are reasonably sufficient but not entirely up to date or properly formatted (APA 7).
Some citations lack complete details or are inconsistently presented.

Consider adding recent international studies from 2021 to 2024 to improve relevance.

               Several typos in author names and titles (e.g., "Sustain" instead of journal name).
	

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


	Requires significant revision for improved language clarity and grammar.
Frequent issues with sentence structure, tense, punctuation, and awkward phrasing.
Examples:

“Refuse adds over nineteen million tons towards the total annual refuse encumbrance…”

              “This could be seen as higher education levels…”
               These require polishing for academic readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript has substantial academic value, but it requires thorough proofreading and language editing.

A clearer discussion of how findings contribute to policy or local waste management strategies would strengthen the impact.

The use of APA formatting in tables and references must be consistent.

Tables are informative but would benefit from clearer titles and legends.
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