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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.


	The study on solid waste management in urban markets such as Soweto Market of Lusaka District, Zambia is relevant since it focuses on bin segregation (plastics, glass, compost) in a major African market. Moreover, it is also tied to broader subjects of public health and as well as viable urban development while it is indirectly interrelated to climate change. This means that while it is directly interconnected to environmental sustainability, the author have failed to provide strong connections between his study and climate change as this is one of the aims of this International Journal.

In addition, the findings of the study could inform other communities in such a way that the problems on waste management in Lusaka may reflect those in other third world countries like Philippines. The study's recommendations like community committees, enforcement, education, recycling, are all leading to a policy action plan rather than research-based. However, these are only feasible and realistic if the author has come up with a specific "Action plan" based on the major findings of the study. Consider this question, “After conducting the study, what’s next?”
Furthermore, there is a lack of scientific significance since the author did not explicitly state how their study’s findings could contribute to advancing the knowledge in environmental management or climate change adaptation.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	While the title displays a clear, suitable, specific, locale of the study identification, and focus, there are issues that I have noted:

1. The title is too long. This could be shortened for conciseness while keeping the original idea intact.

2. Although it is informative, it sounds wordy and repetitive.

3. Aim for a title with 12 to 16 words as the maximum.

3. The location of the study as stated in the title could be kept since it's the main focus of the study.

4. It is suggested to revise the title with a more “analytical tone” that emphasizes both the local issue and solutions.
5. Alternative Title Suggestion: CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES IN USING SEGREGATED WASTE BINS: EVIDENCE FROM SOWETO MARKET, LUSAKA
6. You could incorporate this alternative title suggestion with the other reviewers to come up with a more impactful title while still following the recommended number of words,

	

	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 of the article is already comprehensive enough, but it is too long. It is advised to revise the abstract under 150 to 250 words only. 

I suggest that the author should revise this while considering the important parts of an abstract based on scholarly standards:

1. Background – include a brief context and rationale of your study (at least 1 to 2 sentences)
2. Objectives – stipulate your research aims by making them specific and clear
3. Methods – take into account on how the study was done by making a brief summary of the research design used, sampling method, sampling size, data collection tools, and analysis of data.
4. Results – briefly state your major quantitative findings and qualitative results based on the analysed data
5. Conclusion – what are the inferences and significance drawn from the findings?
6. Recommendations – what are the practical recommendations? Take note that the recommendations must be aligned with your findings. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct but there are still issues on how the background, methods, results, discussion, conclusion, and recommendations are presented.

Background:
1. Lengthy and it needs focus improvement

2. It looks like a general report rather than a background of the study

3. Some of the sentences appears incomplete or fragmented (lacking clarity).

4. The author should emphasize the specific research gap of the study rather than reiterating general statistics.

5. The connection between global problems on waste management and in Lusaka could be presented more clearly.

6. The author needs to strengthen the logical flow: from a global context (1st paragraph), national or local context (2nd paragraph), and research gap of the study (3rd paragraph), to the specific problem of the study.

Materials and Methods:

1. There is inconsistency in the sampling method's description. For example, systematic random sampling is stated, but the research procedure is not elaborated.

2. The parameters of the study needs to be presented more clearly.

3. The criteria (inclusion and exclusion) also shows inconsistency. The author needs to justify why one year of experience is required for traders but two years for management.

4. The strategy on the analysis of data is only limited to descriptive statistics. It is recommended to apply inferential tests as well.

5. There were slight grammatical issues.

Results: 
1.Statistical evidence should be provided rather than assumptions in terms of linking gender or education level directly to awareness or “ignorance”.

2. Some of the percentages and figures appear to be inconsistent or unclear. For example: “100 (415)” in Figure 2
3. This section is somewhat lengthy showing mix results with interpretation and commentary on the policies. This would be more suitable under the Discussion section.

4. Present the results systematically by labelling tables and figures properly while also avoiding redundancy.

5. Separate your quantitative findings from your qualitative themes.

Discussions: 
1. I suggest that this should be directly aligned to support the results.
2. Some of the sentences lacks clarity.
3. Find an English grammarian to polish the sentence structure, paragraph, and syntax of the entire manuscript.

Conclusion:

1. This section is redundant to the results. You have to synthesize these results into broader insights.

2. Some of the ideas are unclear.

Recommendations:

1. This section leads to a policy action plan. Meaning, it lacks research-based implications.

2. The recommendations should be aligned with the findings of the study while crafting it in a way that it stresses their applicability to the stakeholders in both local and wider scientific community.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient but it is not listed/presented in APA format 7th edition. It is also advisable to include the URL or DOI so other reviewers could also check for the credibility of each literature cited. 

Go and explore this website to improve your references: https://www.mybib.com/ 
- I highly suggest this tool to check the credibility of each reference since it will automatically detect the article as: credible, probably credible, slightly credible, proceed with caution, and not credible.


You may use this generator for free. I RECOMMEND that you REGISTER an account so your reference list will be saved. The moment you revisit the website, your references will be automatically saved if you haven’t deleted them.

Select “APA 7 (American Psychological Association 7th edition)” to change the style in your reference. 
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language, style, and quality of the article needs a lot of improvement as there are issues in spellings, sentence structure, and clarity. I suggest that the author should hire an English Critique/Grammarian that could help them improve their paper only after they have incorporated the other reviewer’s suggestions/corrections.

	

	Optional/General comments


	While the manuscript is highly relevant in addressing the issues on solid waste management in urban markets, the paper could have been constructed in a clearer organization of ideas. The author must also take into account that in order to improve the paper, the methods, results, conclusions, should be strongly aligned with the objectives. Moreover, the recommendations should also be practically aligned with the major findings.  Lastly, stress the unique contribution of your study to the broader scientific community.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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