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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 shows how school security staff help keep campuses safe. It shares real challenges they face and how they handle them. These insights can help schools improve their safety rules. It is useful for school leaders and policy makers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally relevant, but my suggestion would be “Challenges, Strategies, and Experiences of School Security Personnel in Upholding Campus Safety in Elementary Schools: A Qualitative Study”
	

	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 provides a good overview of the study, but it can be improved by briefly mentioning the location of the study, the sample selection method, and the main themes identified during analysis.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficient
	

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


	The language of the article is mostly clear and understandable; however, there are several grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and inconsistencies in tense and structure that need revision.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. A brief mention of where this study took place, how the samples were selected, the themes identified during analysis in the abstract section would strengthen it. Also, the suggestions given in this section are valuable but consider organizing them in short, for better clarity and give more emphasis on methodological aspect of the current study.

2. There is a typographical error in the keywords section “Froces” should be corrected to “Forces.”
3. It is not strictly necessary but adding a citation to support the list of threats claimed in the introductory section (e.g., shootings, drug use, etc.) could strengthen the academic tone.

4. The phrase “In the local public elementary school where the current research is situated” is too unclear. It will be better to specify the location more clearly, including the school’s name is suggested but if the school’s name is withheld for confidentiality, the region/city name should be included.

5. There is a big mismatch, in the purpose section, the author wrote “this research aimed to uncover the realities behind academic assessment practices and the ethical dilemmas encountered by educators,” which means that the study focuses on teachers and educational ethics. But the research questions clearly indicate that the sample consists only of security personnel and explore aspects related to campus safety, this needs clarification.

6. In Section 2.1, in the description of philosophical assumptions, adding terms like Axiology, methodology, ontology, and epistemology without their proper elaboration makes it unclear. Consider briefly explaining how each of these components shaped the study’s design.

7. In Section 2.4, the sentence “The target population of this study consisted of seven (7) school security personnel” is technically incorrect. A population refers to the entire group being studied, while seven participants represent the sample. Please revise the manuscript and give more clarification regarding the population and sample. Also mention whether all the participants were from a single institution or from multiple institution of a specific region. This ambiguity will get resolved if the author mention the research setting properly.

8. In Section 2.6, the author noted that “all participants underwent a pilot interview using the same guide…” This raises a serious concern, as pilot interviews are typically conducted with a separate group to test the instrument’s clarity before formal data collection. If the same participants were used for both pilot and final interviews, the manuscript should clarify (1) whether the pilot data were included in the main analysis, and (2) how this approach avoided potential bias or priming effects.

9. There is a mismatch in Section 3.1, between the in-text citation “(Psychology Today, 2023)” and the reference list, which cites the source as ‘2015’. The author should verify the correct publication year and ensure it is consistently cited both in-text and in the reference list. Also in the same section, in the phrase “These challenges can, on occasion, cause anxiety to people and may lessen their trust in schools”, please clarify who are these people.

10. In the section “Breaching School Rules and Regulations” Consider grouping external studies in a short paragraph after the participant responses rather than weaving them into the same paragraph. This will help distinguish empirical data from supporting literature. Also, in the summary of the Kenya and Indonesia studies add a sentence explaining how these international findings reflect or differ from what the security personnel are experiencing in your study context.
11. In section “Miscommunication and gaps in understanding” the participant quotations contain long, unclear expressions that could be refined more clearly or explained in commentary for better reader comprehension. For example, the second quote (IDI-03) is confusing and could benefit from clarification about what is being passed through the gates and why it matters for safety. Also a little grammatical correction, “make them more knowledgeable the consequences” should be- “make them more knowledgeable of the consequences.”
12. In the section “Lack of Learners, Faculty, and Stakeholders Awareness” the participant quotes of (IDI-01) is repeated from an earlier section (Miscommunication). If reused, clarify its relevance in this new context.

13. The participant quote (IDI-03) in the section “Conducting Policy Orientation” is somewhat unclear due to filler words and informal structure. Consider cleaning or paraphrasing slightly while keeping the authenticity. Minor grammar mistake, the phrase “as one preventive measures” should be corrected to “as one of the preventive measures”.
14. The integration of Maslow’s theory (Hopper, 2020) is appropriate but appears in nearly every section. Repetition may reduce its impact unless each instance offers a new theoretical angle.

15. In the section “Conducting Security Checks and Inspections” the sentence “This closely coincides with Maslow’s theory of the hierarchy of needs” appears again in this section. As this reference has already been used in previous themes, consider either rephrasing for new insight or consolidating such theoretical points elsewhere in the chapter.
16. In section 3.3, clarify the sentence “Security guards that lack information can expose valuable data in your company or business.” It feels out of context for a school setting. Consider rephrasing or removing if not applicable to your study scope.

17. In section “Importance of Strict Enforcement and Compliance” the statement “it is part of a security personnel’s job to restrict entry to certain people to maintain campus safety” would benefit from clarification regarding who these “certain people” are. The phrase is currently unclear, does it refer to unauthorized visitors, individuals without ID, those violating school policies, etc. Also, Psychology Today has been cited as “2023” in multiple sections of the manuscript, but the reference listed indicates the year as 2015. Please verify the correct publication year. 
18. In the section “Need for Continuous Improvement and Adaptation” the citations from Mubita et al. (2023) and Dlamini & Olanweraju (2021) are strong, but it would strengthen the argument to include more practical examples of how continuous improvement has been successfully implemented in school security contexts.
19. In the section “Importance of a culture of compliance and safety”, the quotes from Participants IDI-5 and IDI-6 are insightful, but their connection to the theme could be better contextualized. Briefly explain how each statement reflects in the interpretation and align with the theme.
20. In the conclusion section, the reference to Terror Management Theory includes the names of the theorists, but lacks a proper in-text citation with the corresponding publication year.

21. The phrase “Officials from the Department of Education” in the “Recommendations” may imply a university-level department, consider replacing this with clearer terms such as “educational policymakers,” or “Authorities from the ministry of education,”
22. The reference “Owusu, G. A., Akoto, J. S., & Abnory, M. M. (2019)” appears more than once in the reference list. Please remove the duplicate entry.

23. Apart from these, some sections need clarity in expression, especially when interpreting participant quotes and linking them to theories or prior research.

24. The integration of Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs and Terror Management Theory occasionally lacks precise linkage to findings.

25. The quotes are valuable but sometimes lack editing for grammar and clarity, consider paraphrasing them while keeping the authentic meaning.

26. There are many minor grammatical errors, redundant phrases, and awkward transitions in the quote analysis sections, consider a revision. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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