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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The geo-environmental dynamics of heavy metal contamination in municipal landfill systems are better understood thanks to this book, especially in developing nations where waste management techniques are frequently insufficient. The study provides a thorough methodology that may be used in comparable environmental contexts across the globe by combining geochemical indices, spatial analysis, and human health risk assessment. A better scientific knowledge of pollutant behaviour in permeable formations is made possible by the identification of hydrogeological controls on contaminant migration. The study is extremely pertinent to academics and policymakers since the results promote evidence-based decision-making for environmental monitoring, risk mitigation, and sustainable landfill management.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	good: 4 = Good

The goal, methods, important findings, and conclusion are all included in this well-organised abstract. It gives readers a thorough grasp of the study's scope and conclusions by succinctly summarising the use of pollution indices, geographical analysis, and risk assessment. To improve clarity and conciseness, it might be enhanced by removing small phrasing repetitions and providing a brief explanation of important technical outcomes (such as the importance of indices like CF and PLI).

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 good
The keywords, which include heavy metal contamination, landfill systems, pollution indices, risk assessment, and spatial distribution, are pertinent and successfully convey the main ideas of the manuscript. They are helpful for indexing and making the article more discoverable. To properly convey the study's methodological focus, they might be slightly enhanced by including one or two more precise terms (such as "geo-accumulation index" or "contamination factor").

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 good
The background data, which emphasises the environmental dangers connected to heavy metal contamination from landfills and the necessity of geo-environmental evaluations, is pertinent and gives the study a clear context. The cited literature demonstrates the importance of the study and supports the problem statement. The arrangement might be slightly enhanced, though, by making the literature review more clearly connected to the particular goals of the study and by simplifying the flow of ideas and minimising minor repetition.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The research objectives are precise, well-defined, and rationally connected to the study's overarching goal. They cover a wide range of important topics, such as risk assessment, hydrogeological controls, source identification, geographical dispersion, and contamination assessment. A solid framework for the research is provided by the objectives, which are precise, quantifiable, and suitable for the study design.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
By addressing important topics like heavy metal contamination, landfill effects, and environmental risk assessment, the literature analysis is pertinent and bolsters the study. In order to provide context and continuity in the area, it incorporates a combination of more contemporary and foundational references. It may be improved, though, by adding a few more recent (last three to five years) foreign studies and by synthesising the literature more critically rather than just descriptively.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The research approach is suitable and in line with the goals of the study. A reliable framework for determining contamination levels is provided by the application of systematic soil sampling, atomic absorption spectrophotometry (AAS), and recognised pollution indices (CF, Igeo, PLI). The entire strategy is strengthened by adding geographical analysis and human health risk assessment. However, by expanding the sample size, offering a more convincing explanation for sampling density, and resolving several errors in formula presentation, the approach could be strengthened.

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	This study does not involve human participants, animal subjects, or sensitive personal data, thus ethical considerations do not apply. The manuscript correctly notes that permission and ethical approval were not necessary.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
It is simple to follow the spatial distribution and variation of heavy metals clear presentation, which includes comprehensive tables and logical grouping across sampling zones. The results are easier to understand when statistics summaries and pollutant indexes are included. However, certain tables could be made simpler, formatting could be made uniform, and figure references could be more effectively incorporated into the text to further improve clarity.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 
Particularly when it comes to providing comprehensive concentration data, statistical summaries, and pollution indices, the tables and figures are pertinent and successfully complement the study. They help make spatial patterns and contamination levels more understandable. Nevertheless, figure presentation (labels, captions, and in-text references) might be enhanced for more clarity and consistency, and several tables should be made simpler for easier reading.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 
The debate logically connects the study's results to previous research, especially when it comes to elucidating the origins of contamination, hydrogeological effects, and environmental ramifications. It shows agreement with earlier research on heavy metal contamination from landfills. However, rather of focusing only on descriptive alignment, the connection might be improved by offering deeper critical analysis and making more direct parallels with contemporary studies.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent 
The study's data provides strong support for the conclusions. The analytical results are consistently compatible with the findings of minimal health risk, regional variability, pollution indices, and contamination levels. The conclusions logically flow from the findings and discussion and fairly represent the facts without making excessive generalisations.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
Important limitations are acknowledged in the study, including the comparatively small sample size and the requirement for larger spatial and temporal sampling in further studies. These are significant points that show understanding of methodological limitations. To provide a more critical and transparent assessment, the limitations could be more clearly consolidated in a separate section and expanded to include problems like the absence of normalisation elements (such as Al and Fe), possible uncertainties in spatial interpolation, and analytical limitations.

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
The references, which include important topics including heavy metal contamination, landfill consequences, hydrogeology, and environmental risk assessment, are pertinent and generally adequate to support the study. The scientific framework is strengthened by the inclusion of both foundational and some current findings. However, by include more current (within the last three to five years) foreign papers and making sure that citation structure is consistent, the reference list could be significantly enhanced.

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
The manuscript successfully communicates the scientific information and is generally comprehensible. Nonetheless, there are obvious problems with sentence construction, grammar, and sporadic repetition that impair readability and clarity. Additionally, certain technical formulae and descriptions are presented inconsistently. The overall quality would be enhanced and the text would be more appropriate for scientific publishing with extensive language editing and proofreading.

	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The study's scope, methods, and focus—including the geo-environmental assessment, heavy metal contamination, and particular case study location—are appropriately and accurately reflected in the title. For the intended scientific audience, it is pertinent and educational. It could be a little shorter, though, to make it more impactful and clear.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The goal, methodology, main findings, and conclusions of the study are all included in the thorough abstract. It gives a concise synopsis of the study and its importance. Its efficacy could be further increased, nevertheless, by making small adjustments to its clarity, conciseness, and explanation of important indicators.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The study design, analytical techniques, and findings interpretation are all proper, and the text is generally sound from a scientific standpoint. The validity of the results is supported by the application of common methods such risk assessment models, pollution indices (CF, Igeo, PLI), and atomic absorption spectrophotometry (AAS). To improve the scientific rigour, there are a few problems with missing or incorrectly structured equations as well as slight methodological flaws (such as a small sample size or the absence of normalisation components).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The sources, which address important facets of heavy metal contamination, landfill effects, hydrogeology, and environmental risk assessment, are generally adequate and pertinent. The scientific context is supported by the manuscript's inclusion of both foundational papers and some relatively contemporary publications.

However, since current research increasingly focuses on landfill-related pollution dynamics, health hazards, and remediation solutions, the reference list might be strengthened by including more recent (2023–2025) worldwide studies.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	This manuscript does not raise any ethical concerns. The authors have correctly indicated that ethical approval was not necessary because the study did not involve human participants, animal subjects, or sensitive personal data.

	




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

With a very strong methodological approach and significant findings, the manuscript offers a pertinent and regionally significant study on heavy metal pollution in landfill sites. However, before it can be considered for publishing, a number of difficulties must be resolved. These include grammatical and linguistic errors, incomplete and incorrectly structured equations, and structural problems with the manuscript. Furthermore, the robustness of the geographical analysis is limited by the relatively small sample size, which warrants further discussion.

Overall, I suggest a significant modification because the study has strong scientific promise but has to be significantly improved in terms of presentation, methodological clarity, and technical accuracy in order to be published.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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