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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 (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 issue of managing solid waste is not a strange topic and when we review the persistent nature of such an issue, it is imperative that we research how to sustainably contain the problem. There is a great need to plug the gaps in the management frameworks at a governmental and other strategic level, which will allow for cleaner environments and better reuse, recycle and containment practices. Overall, this is a pertinent and critically important topic for nations such as these.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is adequate for the study.
	

	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 as outlined is structurally correct. However, it is lengthy and exceeds the limit for the JGEESI. The findings need to be articulated better, providing greater readability and not merely listing percentages. The results, conclusion and recommendation ought to compliment each other, better constructed to allow the narrative to flow and capture the significance of the findings as it relates to the research question.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology chosen for this research is scientifically sound and aligns well with being a mixed-method approach. Notwithstanding, there appears to be some confusion with the number of samples, first the sample had 380, then the author indicated 376 was targeted and subsequent to that saying 330 was targeted. This needs to be clarified. In addition, outside of saying the data was coded and placed in SPSS, the author did not to indicate what
coding technique, method of analysis the quantitative data went through or validation techniques that were used. There needs to be more information provided on the analysis done.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references seem recent enough. The author should review some to remove URL and include DOI instead. There are a few formatting issues and citation matches.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is generally good. Some grammatical errors were spotted, a bit of formatting issue and repetition of words etc
	

	Optional/General comments
	A few comments:

The tables are well done and captures the findings of the research well. However, maps outlining the township in relation to the groups and their areas of responsibility and even framework structures could improve the presentation of the data.
The manuscript could benefit from statistical analyses that outline any difference between the groups. How significant are the results for level of educational awareness between groups? If they were to be tested, why would the percentage rates be so low for persons working within the government who ought to have the information when compared to persons in the peri-urban areas?

The portion of the articles used to support the triangulation of data were not specific enough to the points being highlighted, especially when discussing awareness levels, better journal support could prove more beneficial.
Further, the manuscript would be much improved from evidential discussions that highlight measurable outcomes from the gaps. For example, the author states that lack of funding affects schedules and enforcement, but there is no mention of how frequent waste is collected or what percentage of complaints gets attention if any. What volume of solid waste is being collected or not collected?
Can the analysis determine the significance of capacity and accountability? What does the percentage response by community leaders and households mean when it says 38% of community leaders says there is a responsiveness to complaints?

The discussion section needs improvement. It could benefit from not just restating percentages but critically analysing what the percentages mean. What are the implications of gaps in awareness levels, capacity, enforcement and accountability etc, how they compare to other areas and theories on
governance?
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)
If the manuscript received approval, reference needs to be made to the letter in which the approval was granted or any number reference pertinent to same. In the author’s claim of confidentiality, they can explicit state how this was done and how any vulnerable group or participants were protected.
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