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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 critical environmental and social issue—inorganic waste management in a densely populated urban area of Bali. It provides empirical evidence of how community-based Waste Bank programs can foster environmental sustainability, economic empowerment, and behavioral change. The study is valuable for researchers and practitioners in waste management, circular economy, and community development, especially in similar urban-rural interfaces in developing countries. It contributes to the growing literature on participatory approaches to sustainable development. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, descriptive, and accurately reflects the study's focus. It includes key elements: intervention (Community Empowerment), subject (Inorganic Waste Management), mechanism (Waste Bank Program), and location. No change is needed. 
	

	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.


	1. Briefly mention the methodological approach (e.g., community service with mixed methods) in the "Study Design and Method" sentence for clarity.

2. In "Results and Discussion," specify what types of marketable prototypes were created (e.g., handicrafts, plant pots) to make outcomes more concrete.

3. The conclusion could briefly hint at recommendations (e.g., need for ongoing partnerships) to strengthen the impact statement. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its description of the community intervention and its outcomes. However, the "Results and Discussion" section contains several lengthy, generalized paragraphs on global waste issues (e.g., medical waste, e-waste) that, while informative, are not directly linked to the study's data or local context in Muliawan Hamlet. These parts should be either significantly trimmed or better integrated to show relevance to the specific case. The core findings related to training, AD/ART development, and community engagement are valid and well-presented. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and include a mix of recent (2023-2024) and foundational sources. However, the reference list formatting is inconsistent (some URLs are broken across lines, some entries lack full details). Ensure all references follow a consistent journal style. 

Suggested additional reference for context:

*Scheinberg, A. (2011). Value Added: Modes of Sustainable Recycling in the Modernization of Waste Management Systems. Waste Management & Research, 29(1), 1-7.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. However, there are occasional grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and punctuation issues (e.g., misuse of commas, inconsistent use of spaces before citations). A thorough proofread by a native or proficient English speaker is recommended to polish the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Structure: The "Results and Discussion" section is quite long and meanders into broad topics. Consider restructuring: separate "Results" (factual outcomes) from "Discussion" (interpretation and linking to literature).

2. Clarity in Methodology: The methodology section is very brief. Expand to describe data collection methods (e.g., how many FGDs? How was participation measured?) and basic demographic info of participants.

3. Figures/Tables: The manuscript lacks visual aids. Adding a simple table summarizing pre/post-program indicators (e.g., participation rates, waste volumes) or a flowchart of the Waste Bank operational model would greatly enhance readability and impact.

4. Conclusion: The conclusion is strong but could more explicitly state the study's limitations (e.g., short-term nature, small sample size) and more specific future research directions. 
The manuscript presents a valuable case study with strong potential. However, it requires significant revisions to its structure, focus, and clarity before it can be considered for publication. The core findings are meaningful, but the presentation must be tightened and professionalized.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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