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	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 addresses an increasingly important issue related to the end-of-life management of photovoltaic equipment in developing countries. The proposed methodological framework integrates waste estimation, spatial optimization, and financial analysis in a structured and reproducible manner. Its application to the case of Benin provides practical insights for policymakers, planners, and investors involved in sustainable energy infrastructure. Overall, the study contributes to the growing literature on circular economy approaches in the renewable energy sector, particularly in contexts where formal waste management systems are limited.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the scope, methodology, and case study presented in the manuscript. No change is required.
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured. However, minor improvements are suggested:

· Clearly state the main methodological novelty in one concise sentence.

· Briefly mention the key quantitative outcome (optimal number of collection centers) to strengthen the results section of the abstract.

· Minor language polishing is recommended to improve clarity and conciseness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and the methodology is logically developed. The assumptions used for waste estimation, spatial optimization, and financial analysis are reasonable and supported by references. Minor clarifications are recommended regarding some assumptions (e.g., collection rate and lifespan choices) to enhance transparency and reproducibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally adequate and relevant. However, the authors are encouraged to:

· Check the consistency of reference numbering and formatting.

· Replace or clarify any references that appear unrelated to solar waste management.

· Add 1–2 recent references (last 2–3 years) related to photovoltaic waste management in developing countries, if available.
	

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


	The overall language quality is acceptable. However, minor grammatical errors, typographical issues, and sentence structure inconsistencies are present throughout the manuscript. A careful language revision is recommended to improve readability and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Some figures and tables would benefit from improved captions that clearly explain the content without referring extensively to the main text.

· Ensure consistent use of abbreviations (e.g., DES, WSE) throughout the manuscript.

· Minor formatting inconsistencies (spacing, symbols, units) should be corrected.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are identified in this manuscript.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are identified. The authors have clearly declared the absence of competing interests.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected.
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