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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.
	This manuscript addresses the problem of selecting suitable and sustainable site for solid waste disposal in a rapidly urbanizing Indian city. It presents a replicable GIS-AHP framework applicable to similar urban centres in developing countries. The focus on Prayagraj, a city with large seasonal population influxes due to religious and educational significance, contributes more relevance to the context. The findings are relevant for actionable guidance for municipal planners and decision-makers working on waste management infrastructu  re.
	





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
	3 - Satisfactory. Title is informative but has minor capitalization inconsistencies.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. Covers objectives and main results but lacks mention of limitations.
	

	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. Keywords are relevant and adequately represent the study scope.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. Provides basic context but lacks depth on Prayagraj-specific solid waste challenges.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. Objective stated but not framed as a formal research question or testable hypothesis.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. Covers major AHP/GIS works but limited on Indian urban waste management literature.
	

	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 - Good. AHP + GIS is a well-established and appropriate approach for landfill site suitability analysis.
	

	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
	N/A - No ethical issues applicable to this type of geospatial study.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory. Results are numerically clear but spatial pattern interpretation is superficial.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. Figures embedded in tables lack proper captions; multiple typos in labels (e.g., 'sutability').
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. Discussion is brief and does not substantively compare findings with prior 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
	3 - Satisfactory. Conclusions are consistent with results but are underdeveloped and lack contextual insight.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. No dedicated limitations section; only a single unclear sentence on future work.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. References are relevant but include two suspect 2026-dated citations and one duplicate. Also require more references. 
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. Multiple grammatical errors throughout (e.g., 'rode', 'sutability', inconsistent criteria count).
	





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.
	Yes. But there should be minor revision recommended. Suggested improved title: Assessment of Suitable Sites for Solid Waste Management in Prayagraj City, India Using the Analytical Hierarchy Process and Geospatial Techniques.' The current title has capitalization inconsistencies and an unclear grammatical structure.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract adequately covers the study purpose, methods, and key quantitative results. However, it should briefly mention study limitations to improve its comprehensiveness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The AHP methodology is correctly applied (CR = 0.065 less than 0.10, which is acceptable). However, there is a clear inconsistency: the abstract and introduction state seven criteria were used, while the Results and Conclusion sections refer to six criteria. This must be reconciled. Additionally, two references dated 2026 (Hameed, 2026 x2) appear erroneous and must be verified. The slope classification uses only two classes (gentle and level) without justification, unlike other criteria which use 4-5 classes. The Malo et al. (2024) reference is duplicated.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. More references should be considered and they should be recent, at least 3 years.
	

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

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

	NO. No ethical issues were identified in this manuscript.
	





PART 3. 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript presents a straightforward GIS-AHP landfill suitability study with a sound methodological framework (CR = 0.065). However, it requires significant revision before publication. Key concerns: (1) Inconsistency in the number of criteria used - abstract/intro states seven, conclusions state six; (2) multiple spelling and grammatical errors throughout; (3) underdeveloped Discussion section lacking comparison with prior studies; (4) absence of a dedicated Limitations section; (5) two suspect 2026-dated references and one duplicated reference. 
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