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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	1) The manuscript indeed addresses the effectiveness of post-consumer metal packaging recovery practices in South Africa, specifically emphasing on the challenges in collection and gaps in recycling systems, policy, and its alignment with a circular economy. 
2) The chapter is highly relevant for academia as it focuses on legislative change (EPR), data reliability, and stakeholders, policymakers, and industry.
3) It sheds lights on materials management process, available waste recovery infrastructures, and pressing global issues such as sustainable production and resource recovery. 
4) Stakeholder interviews and thematic mapping adds practical value for others facing equivalent challenges in developing countries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is suitable, clearly reflects the content, study location, and describes scope effectively. It has captured both the subject and the evaluative approach both which will help readers to understand easily.

	

	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 effectively summarizes the context, scope, and principal findings, highlighting quantitative recovery rates, policy deficits, and projected industry risks.
The methodological approach was clearly mentioned and the main barriers/ difficulties were identified correctly. However, more focus should be given on the fact that stakeholder engagement actually forms the core of the primary research, and may help in getting practical recommendations and desired impacts.
Suggestions:
1) Author is expected to explicitly mention stakeholder interviews and the value of the perspectives provided.
2) Also, any note about actionable recommendations or models proposed by the study will be effective.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	1) The manuscript is scientifically sound, contectualization of local challenges within established frameworks is appropriate. A comparative global data and solid qualitative research methodologies makes the chapter more valuable.
2) The literature review seems much comprehensive while the survey and thematic analysis are well described and justified. 
3) The conclusions are very much relevant to the findings. 
However, author should keep in mind the fact that the primary data mentioned are qualitative and rely majorly on subjective reporting, so generalizations must be done carefully.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The reference list is strong and recent sources from 2021 to 2024 are comibedto gather foundational literature and official reports. 
Additional references which can be included are:
1) Comparative studies from other African and developing economies for broadening the context.
2) Ellen MacArthur Foundation and UN Environment Programme can be used for more relevant global circular economy reports.

	

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

	
1) The language used by the author(s) is of a good scholarly standard with writing that is clear, formal, and mostly free from grammatical or typographical errors. 
2) The technical vocabulary is well-suited for an academic audience. 
3) The manuscript meets the criteria for scholarly communication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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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