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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 study addresses a critical environmental issue — e-waste management — with a specific focus on consumer perception in Hyderabad, India. Given India’s rapidly growing electronics market and the parallel rise in e-waste, such localised studies are crucial for developing region-specific awareness and policy interventions. The manuscript presents empirical data that can inform sustainable waste management strategies, behavioural change models, and the design of circular economy policies. The findings also help understand socio-demographic determinants of consumer perception, which can guide targeted awareness programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is apt and effectively conveys the scope and focus of the study.
However, to make it more academic and precise, it may be revised as:

“Consumers’ Perceptions of the Environmental Impact of E-Waste Disposal: Evidence from Hyderabad City, India”

This rephrasing improves clarity and scholarly tone.
	

	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 could be condensed and analytically strengthened. It effectively states the problem, method, and key findings, but lacks:

Quantitative results or specific statistical values (e.g., chi-square findings).

Clear statement of implications for policy or practice.

Suggested improvements:

Include a sentence summarizing statistical significance (e.g., “Chi-square tests revealed a significant relationship between socio-demographic factors and e-waste perception levels, p < 0.05.”)

Conclude with 1–2 lines on the study’s implications for environmental policy or consumer education.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is methodologically sound for a descriptive quantitative study. Random sampling (n = 120) and chi-square analysis are suitable for examining the associations between demographic variables and perception levels. However:

The study lacks an explicit theoretical framework (e.g., Theory of Planned Behavior, Awareness–Knowledge–Practice Model) to interpret behavioral insights.

Data analysis could benefit from more advanced statistical tools (e.g., regression or factor analysis) to explain variance in perceptions.

The discussion sometimes repeats results rather than offering a deeper interpretation.

Overall, the study is technically correct but could improve analytical rigour and theoretical linkage.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes relevant and credible sources (2013–2019). However, the literature could be updated with post-2020 studies, especially those focusing on:

Circular economy in e-waste management.

Consumer behaviour and sustainability in India (e.g., Singh et al., 2021; Nambiar & Rahman, 2022).

Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) frameworks.

Recommendation: Add at least 2–3 recent (2020–2024) journal references from Journal of Cleaner Production, Waste Management, or Resources, Conservation & Recycling
	

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


	The manuscript’s English is clear and comprehensible, but there are occasional grammatical inconsistencies and verbose sentences. Some sections (mainly in Results and Discussion) could be rewritten for conciseness and professional tone.

 Readability is adequate for scholarly communication but would benefit from language polishing and proofreading to align with journal standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures are relevant but should be numbered consistently and appropriately captioned (e.g., “Figure 1: Education Level of Respondents”).

Avoid redundancy in the literature review.

Include a short limitations and future research section in the conclusion.

Formatting should follow the ACRI journal guidelines (especially spacing, table formatting, and referencing style).
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