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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 addresses an important topic related to sustainable healthcare waste management and the application of circular economy principles in the healthcare sector. With the rapid expansion of healthcare services worldwide, the amount of medical waste has increased significantly, creating environmental and public health challenges. The systematic review provides a synthesis of existing studies and highlights critical gaps in waste segregation practices, treatment technologies, and policy compliance in healthcare facilities. The findings are useful for policymakers, healthcare managers, and environmental planners seeking to improve sustainable waste management systems in healthcare institutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is appropriate and clearly reflects the main theme of the manuscript. It effectively indicates that the study focuses on healthcare waste management and circular economy principles through a systematic review approach. However, for improved clarity, the following minor refinement may be considered.

Suggested title:

Enhancing Healthcare Waste Management through Circular Economy Principles: A Global Systematic Review
	

	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 summarizes the objective, methodology, results, and conclusions adequately. It clearly presents the focus of the study and the key findings.

However, a few minor improvements could strengthen the abstract:

· Indicate the number of studies included in the review (n = 32).

· Briefly mention that PRISMA guidelines were followed for the systematic review.

· Improve clarity in a few sentences to enhance readability.

Overall, the abstract is suitable but would benefit from small refinements.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and generally well structured. The use of PRISMA guidelines and CASP quality appraisal strengthens the methodological approach of the systematic review.

The study clearly identifies key gaps in healthcare waste management practices, including deficiencies in waste segregation, storage systems, transportation methods, treatment technologies, and compliance with waste management guidelines. Only a few minor issues should be addressed.

· Ensure consistency in the numerical data presented in the PRISMA flow diagram.

· Improve the clarity of the search strategy description in the methodology section.

· Ensure that all tables are formatted consistently.

These issues are minor and can be corrected easily.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are adequate and mostly recent, covering publications from 2020–2024, which is appropriate for a systematic review. The cited literature provides sufficient background on healthcare waste management and sustainability issues. However, the authors may consider adding a few widely cited references on healthcare waste management and circular economy frameworks to strengthen the theoretical context.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable and generally readable. However, minor grammatical errors and typographical inconsistencies appear throughout the manuscript.

Examples include:

· Inconsistent use of the terms “waste” and “wastes”. 

· Some minor grammatical and punctuation issues.

These can be corrected through minor language editing or proofreading.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript addresses an important environmental and public health issue and provides a valuable synthesis of global evidence on healthcare waste management practices.

2. The tables summarizing study characteristics and waste management practices are useful and informative.

3. The discussion section effectively links the findings to existing healthcare waste management challenges in developing countries.

4. The conclusion clearly highlights the need for improved policy implementation, staff training, and adoption of circular economy practices.

Overall, the manuscript is well prepared and only requires minor editorial corrections.
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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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