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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 manuscript aims to examine solid waste management in Garissa town, a semi-arid region of Kenya that has been understudied in the academic literature. The study provides empirical evidence on the relationship between technology adoption and circular economy outcomes in a resource-constrained urban context, which is particularly relevant to similar municipalities in Sub-Saharan Africa. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title clearly presenting the purpose of the study, the variables investigated, and the geographical context.
	

	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 is generally well structured, but requires the following changes:

In "Study design" the future tense "will adopt" should be removed and replaced with "adopted" or "employed" as the study is completed.

The results reported in the abstract are limited to simple correlations (r = 0.68, p = 0.03) between technology adoption and circular economy indicators. Although these results faithfully reflect the statistical analysis presented in the manuscript (Table 3), they do not fully address the stated purpose of the study - which is to assess the combined relationship between technology and infrastructure on the circular economy. This limitation is an issue across the entire statistical analysis in the manuscript, not just the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has substantial scientific merit, but contains methodological inconsistencies that require clarification.

1) The mixed research design is appropriate and the sampling using the Cochran formula is rigorous, and the response rate of 96.1% lends credibility to the results. However, there is a critical contradiction regarding the sample size: the abstract mentions 330 target participants, the methodology section calculates 380 households, and later it talks about 384 households plus 62 government respondents and 33 private operators. This discrepancy needs to be fully clarified, with an explanation of the exact selection method and the response rate by categories.

2) From a statistical perspective, the study has a major limitation: it only reports bivariate correlations (Table 3) between technology adoption and circular economy indicators, although the stated purpose requires assessing the combined effect of technology and infrastructure. A multiple regression analysis is needed to test the interaction between technology and infrastructure.

3) The wording in the abstract that the research "covered the period January 2019 - December 2024" would benefit from further clarification in the methodology section. It would be useful for the authors to more explicitly state the specific timing of data collection and whether it took place in a single phase or in multiple rounds over the six years mentioned.

4) The study is conducted in four distinct wards (Iftin, Township, Galbet, Waberi), which provides an interesting opportunity to explore possible contextual differences. If the distribution of respondents by area allows for such an analysis, a comparison between these areas could enrich the understanding of spatial variability in technology adoption and access to infrastructure. If sample sizes by area are limited, an explicit mention would suffice.

5) A section dedicated to the limitations of the study is completely missing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography includes recent sources, which is positive. However, the study would benefit from an expansion of the number of references for a more solid theoretical foundation. Classic works defining the circular economy are missing - for example, Kirchherr et al. (2017) for conceptualization or Ellen MacArthur Foundation (2015) for the global model. Also, comparative studies from Sub-Saharan Africa - such as Guerrero et al. (2013) for the context of developing countries or Henry et al. (2006) for Kenya - would more clearly situate the contribution of the research in the regional literature.
	

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


	The language is clear, but the work would benefit from minor editing before final publication to improve clarity and stylistic consistency.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents solid research that provides valuable empirical data from an understudied geographical context. However, there is a fundamental tension between the stated purpose - assessing the combined effect of technology and infrastructure - and the analysis presented, which only tests the correlation between technology and circular economy outcomes.

To address this gap, if the infrastructure does not allow for statistical analysis at the individual level, I recommend reframing the study by reformulating the title and purpose to reflect what it actually demonstrates: the impact of technology on the circular economy in the context of limited infrastructure in Garissa.

Several editorial issues require attention: the numbering of sections is inconsistent (after section 3 there are subsections 2.1, 2.2), the tables do not indicate the source of the data (even for own data), and a clear separation between Results (Section 3) and Discussion (Section 4) would significantly improve structural clarity.

Overall, with the suggested methodological adjustments - either by reformulating to align with the analysis performed or by expanding the analysis if data allow - this study can become a solid contribution to the literature on the circular economy in resource-limited African contexts.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues identified
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