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	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 and under-researched issue concerning the role of corporate culture in shaping organizational performance within urban local authorities in Zimbabwe. It contributes to public sector management literature by contextualizing organizational culture within a politically and institutionally constrained governance environment. Qualitative case-based insights add value for scholars and practitioners interested in governance, public administration, and organizational behavior in developing economies. The study also offers practical implications for improving service delivery through cultural alignment and leadership reform.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the focus, context, and scope of the study. It accurately conveys the relationship examined and the institutional setting.
	

	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 is generally comprehensive and clearly states the purpose, methodology, context, and key findings. However, it would benefit from minor refinement.
Suggestions:

· Briefly specify the qualitative methods used (for example, interviews or thematic analysis).

· Reduce repetition around “organizational culture” to improve clarity and flow.

· Explicitly state the key contribution or implication in one concluding sentence.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate for an exploratory qualitative case study. The research objectives, questions, methodology, and findings are logically aligned. The use of interpretivism and qualitative interviews is justified given the nature of organizational culture as a social phenomenon. However, greater clarity is needed in explaining how themes were derived from NVivo outputs and how analytical rigor was ensured.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally sufficient and relevant, with a reasonable mix of contextual and theoretical sources. However:

· There is noticeable repetition of some references, particularly Akpa et al. (2021), which should be consolidated.

· A few sources are dated or grey literature; replacing or supplementing them with recent peer-reviewed journal articles (2022–2025) would strengthen the literature base.

· Greater engagement with recent public sector and governance-focused organizational culture studies would improve scholarly depth.


	

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


	The language is understandable and suitable for scholarly communication, but it requires moderate editing. Issues include:

· Repetition of phrases and ideas

· Grammatical inconsistencies and awkward sentence constructions

· Occasional typographical errors
Professional language editing is highly recommended prior to publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript would benefit from tighter structuring, especially in the literature review where overlap between subsections is evident.

· Figures and tables should be more clearly referenced and discussed in the text.

· The discussion section could be strengthened by more explicitly linking findings back to the theoretical framework.

Minor Revision

The manuscript is publishable after addressing language refinement, reference consolidation, and minor methodological clarifications.
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No major ethical concerns are evident. However, the manuscript should explicitly state whether:

· Ethical approval was obtained, and

· Informed consent was secured from participants

This clarification is important given the politically sensitive context of the study.


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are identified.


	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No clear evidence of plagiarism was detected. Similarities appear to be conceptual rather than textual. 
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer” - I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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