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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments This is a prospective study that analyzed the factorsassociated with social requirement of Potential and
feasability of solid municipal waste treatment with
gasifiers in a developing country related to Burkina
Fasos. The arguments constructed for introductionrequires more updated articles to be included. As theirfor gasifiiers facilities cannot simply be transposed indeveloping countries because of either Gasifier’sperformances depend of the fuel used. In the case ofmunicipal waste, or, composition is very different,and,capacity , these are not suited for small scale testing,and,Gasifiers available on the international market arehighly sophisticated equipments;these are too expensiveand not convenient for developed countriescontexts.The authors performed insightful conclusionsand managed with limited effort to described his or herfuture research plans. But unfortunately it is not clear insome areas where the research described in this articlewill lead and what the next step will be. I suggest littleeffort can progress it positive towards proper output. Souse the results to strength  the output of the work anduse the graphs to support the argument.

The Methodology in line  90 requires further clarification of
the methodology to select the sampling and method of
sampling that  has been used. That all is in general.
In line  115 for the Table 1. Waste management data of the
five largest cities in Burkina Faso, that present the
population of the sampling which still the author not shows
the consistently sampling methodology.
For the line 193 Figure 2. Averages components of
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municipal waste in Burkina Faso is not a good representation
of the % of composition so please make it as %.
Regarding the line 206 for 3.2 A bit of history on gasifiers:
this should be moved either to introduction or literature
review as any researcher in the field would be able to find
her/his way towards the specification and the history.
In line 228 3.3 Energetic bill of Burkina Faso is a good
information but writer should ask why this section and what
is the benefit. So I guess dilution of the write up is
compulsory.
As for line 254 3.4. Technical context of waste gasification
in Burkina Faso: this is one of the best section in this paper
and suggest if is possible to write little more of elaboration
on the table(5) Table 5. Combustible feedstock and
reachable power by municipal waste gasification in Burkina
Faso in line (290)
3.4 Proposal for gasification technology aimed at household
waste management
This part of the research work is excellent to be considered
as the major output of the paper. I reckon this could have
more two lines or one more paragraph of discussion with
mingle of literature review would make extra bonus of the
work.
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Minor REVISION comments Mathematical calculation of the Figure 4. Electric
energy production and importation in Burkina
Faso from 2005 to 2009 to find out Total produced and
imported is 72 and the  same applies to the other part of
the graph
No comments on conclusion

Optional/General comments Recommendations for further study is missing and
accordingly it is ideal to add small paragraph to
combine it with conclusion.
Then  little information is required with special idea
about the sampling.
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