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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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.
	This paper makes an important contribution by demonstrating how a One Health approach can be applied effectively in resource-limited urban settings. The study presents empirical evidence that community-based interventions can improve the occupational health, animal welfare, and socioeconomic resilience of informal workers. Furthermore, it fills a gap in the solid waste management literature by highlighting the often-overlooked role of the informal sector. These findings are also relevant in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic and offer a replicable intervention model to support inclusive and sustainable urban health policies.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. 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
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The title is straightforward, informative, and encompasses essential aspects of the study, including the target group (donkey cart operators), the sector (solid waste management), the geographical setting (Hawassa City), and the situational backdrop (COVID-19 pandemic). It effectively conveys the social, economic, and welfare aspects of the research. However, the title is somewhat lengthy and descriptive, which could diminish its effectiveness and readability in academic indexing. Moreover, the phrase “in and around Hawassa City” could be made more concise, and “cart donkey owners” could be adjusted for greater clarity and academic tone.
Suggestions for Improvement
1. Enhancing the Livelihoods and Welfare of Donkey Cart Operators in Solid Waste Management During the COVID-19 Pandemic: Evidence from Hawassa City
2. Improving the Livelihoods and Animal Welfare of Donkey Cart Operators

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically valid and has a solid foundation, although there are some significant warnings to consider.
Strengths:
The research employs a pre–post intervention approach, which is suitable for assessing community-based initiatives in practical contexts.
It utilizes the One Health framework, which is conceptually fitting for addressing the issue (human health, animal welfare, environment).
Various outcome domains are evaluated (occupational safety, income, animal welfare), enhancing the study's relevance.
Quantitative findings are provided (for instance, a decrease in injuries from 45% to 12%, income growth, p < 0.05), indicating a measurable effect.
Limitations (crucial for maintaining scientific integrity):
Lack of a control or comparison group limits causal conclusions (thus, changes cannot be solely attributed to the intervention).
The methods for sampling and measurement are not thoroughly explained (for example, how injuries or income were quantified).
Details of the statistical analysis are lacking (no confidence intervals provided).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
[bookmark: _GoBack]
	Yes
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