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PART 1
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 is significant to the scientific community as it emphasizes critical gaps in hazardous medical waste management in Sub-Saharan Africa. It provides evidence-based viewpoint into risks faced by healthcare workers and the limitations of present systems. The findings can support future research, policy formulation, and improved safety practices in healthcare settings.

	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - It realistically reflects the key elements of the study, topic (hazardous medical waste), focus (risk management), target people (healthcare workers), geographic scope (Sub-Saharan Africa), and methodology (systematic review). This level of specificity makes it informative for readers and aligns well with academic standards.

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - It clearly outlines the objective, methodology (PRISMA-based systematic review), key results, and main conclusions of the study. It also highlights the major issues such as ineffective practices, resource constraints, and regulatory gaps. However, it could be slightly improved by refining language clarity and briefly highlighting the practical implications of the findings.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - The keywords are suitable and relevant to the study’s focus, covering primary concepts such as healthcare waste, waste management, healthcare workers, and the regional context. However, they could be slightly improved by including more specific terms like “risk management” or “hazardous medical waste” to enhance searchability and indexing.

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - The background information is generally sufficient and provides a solid overview of hazardous medical waste, its sources, and associated risks to healthcare workers. It effectively incorporates relevant examples from different sub-Saharan African countries and links the issue to broader public health and environmental concerns. However, the organization could be slightly improved by enhancing the flow between paragraphs and reducing minor repetitions, which would strengthen clarity and coherence.

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - The objectives are clearly stated and well-defined. The paper explicitly identifies its aim to evaluate the risk management of hazardous medical waste among healthcare workers in sub-Saharan Africa, making the study’s purpose precise and easy to understand.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - The literature review is relevant and well-aligned with the research topic. It effectively synthesizes studies related to hazardous medical waste management, risks, and practices in Sub-Saharan Africa, providing a strong foundation for the study.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - The literature review is recent, incorporating studies published between 2017 and 2026, including several new references. This ensures the discussion reflects recent knowledge, practices, and emerging issues in hazardous medical waste management.


	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - The literature search methodology is well described, including the use of PRISMA guidelines, databases searched (PubMed, Science Direct, and Google Scholar), inclusion/exclusion criteria, and the screening process. However, it can be further improved by providing more detail on search strings, quality assessment methods, and potential biases.


	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - The draft displays a solid level of critical analysis by spotting key gaps such as ineffective practices, resource limitations, and regulatory deficiencies. It also matches findings across different studies and contexts. However, the analysis could be strengthened with deeper assessment of study quality and more explicit comparison of methodologies across the included studies.


	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - The journal identifies key research gaps such as inadequate waste management systems, lack of resources, and weak regulatory enforcement. It also suggests the need for improved practices, training, and policy reforms. However, future research directions could be more explicitly stated and structured to further strengthen this section
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - The conclusions are evidently supported by the results and discussion, and they logically reflect the identified gaps in medical waste management and associated risks. They align well with the study objectives and provide reasonable recommendations based on the evidence provided.

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 - This research paper did not clearly or explicitly examine its limitations, such as potential publication bias, database restrictions, or variability in study quality. Including a dedicated limitations section would support the clarity and credibility of the review.

Needs to incorporate this in the research work.

	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - The references are largely gotten from peer-reviewed journals and credible sources, including current studies and reputable publications. However, the overall quality could be slightly enhanced by ensuring consistency in citation formatting and minimizing reliance on a few non-peer-reviewed sources such as theses or reports


	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Though the manuscript communicates its ideas adequately, but clarity is affected by grammatical issues, sentence structure, and some repetition. Careful editing and language modification would improve readability and overall quality.

Under the introduction section, the word “Hazardous” was misspell while in “Results” section; the word “duplication” was also misspelled. In the “Reference” section; full-stop missing in most of the references.
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