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	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 the crucial issue of e-waste management, specifically focusing on the recovery of copper and aluminum from printed circuit boards of used LED lamps in Togo. The work explores environmentally relevant and economically significant processes such as acid leaching and electrowinning, which are pertinent in the context of sustainable resource recovery. The data provided, including initial recovery percentages and projected industrial-scale yields, offer valuable insights into the potential of this approach for developing countries where informal waste management is prevalent. Overall, the manuscript adds to the growing body of literature on e-waste valorization and could serve as a foundation for future optimization and scale-up studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Recycling Of Waste Electrical And Electronic Equipment: The Case Of Copper And Aluminum Recovery From Printed Circuit Board Of Used B22 Led Lamps" is suitable and accurately reflects the study's scope. An alternative could be: "Electrochemical Recovery of Copper and Aluminum from B22 LED Lamp PCBs: A Hydrometallurgical Case Study for E-Waste Valorization in Togo".

	

	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 covers the key points but could benefit from explicitly stating the main findings and their significance. Including specific recovery percentages, process conditions, and potential environmental benefits would enhance clarity and impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in its approach, applying established principles of hydrometallurgy and electrochemistry. The theoretical calculations for electrowinning are appropriate. However, the scientific rigor needs significant improvement in the following areas:
Lack of Statistical Analysis: The recovery yields are reported as single values. To ensure the results are reliable and reproducible, all quantitative experiments (especially the electrowinning process) should be performed in triplicate and the data presented as mean ± standard deviation.
Wastewater Management: The statement that "wastewater was disposed of through the laboratory’s drainage system" is a major scientific and environmental concern. The manuscript must include a proper protocol for the neutralization and treatment of acidic and metal-laden effluents before disposal.
Equipment Description: The use of a "homemade potentiostat" requires a more detailed description of its design, calibration, and limitations to assure the reader of the accuracy of the cyclic voltammetry data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provide a solid foundation for the study. However, including more recent literature (from the last 3-4 years), particularly review articles, would better contextualize the work within the current state of e-waste research. 

	

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


	The manuscript’s language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical and stylistic improvements are recommended. For example, ensuring consistent terminology, clarifying complex sentences, and correcting punctuation will improve readability.

	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-intentioned and important study that presents promising, albeit modest, results. The authors are commended for their honest discussion of the process limitations. To strengthen the manuscript, I recommend expanding the "Analysis of the process cost" section with a preliminary cost-benefit analysis, comparing the cost of reagents and energy against the market value of the recovered metals. This would provide a more compelling argument for the economic feasibility of the proposed process. A dedicated "Future Work" section outlining specific steps for process optimization would also be a valuable addition.
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