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	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 tackles a very pertinent issue: methane from the municipal solid waste in developing countries, especially in data scarce contexts. The timely and practical application of a zero-order kinetic model to estimate methane emissions and energy potential in a tropical context is innovative and builds an understanding of the feasibility of biogas recovery, especially in African cities, which are significantly limited by data and infrastructure. Their paper could be of real value to policy planners, engineers, or researchers who are working on sustainable urban waste management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Certainly, the title is accurate and reflects the content of the paper reasonably well. 

Suggestion: maybe change "Simplified" to "Zero-Order" for a more technical description: 

"Zero-Order Kinetic Modeling of Methane Emissions from Organic Waste: Case Study of the Abidjan Landfill System"
	

	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 was a thorough, brief, and summary of the background, methods, results, and importance. 

Minor Suggestions: 

Add a brief description about what “simplified kinetic model” means in the abstract. 

Consider stating more clearly the comparative aspect of the empirical results compared to theoretical results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is well-grounded scientifically and with a good structure. The methods are appropriate for the context and the comparisons to first-order models, such as LandGEM, add credibility.

Recommendations:

•
Although zero-order models are acceptable for regions where data are limited, a brief sensitivity analysis or uncertainty analysis would improve the strength of the study.

•
Include a short paragraph on the limitations or uncertainties of the model and results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are overall recent and relevant. You referenced IPCC (2019), UNEP (2021), and several relevant case studies from a global and African lense. 

Suggestion:

You may want to include more recent African case studies (2022-2025) if you can.
	

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


	Yes, the language is typically clear and professional. There are minor grammar and typographic errors that do not prevent understanding. 

Suggestions: 

Do a final run of the paper for punctuation and general clarity. E.g. “3.1 Zero order decay model...” → “3.2 Zero-Order Decay Model...”
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Very pertinent issue.
· Great use of theoretical and empirical comparisons.
· Figures could be improved with clearer captions and clear indication of units.
· Make sure to define all acronyms like MCF and DOCF the first time they are used.
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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