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	Reviewer’s comment

	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 addresses a persistent urban policy and planning challenge—how rapidly growing municipalities in the Global South can improve sustainable housing delivery through meaningful community engagement. By linking participation pathways (consultation → co-production) with sustainability outcomes (affordability, durability, environmental management, social cohesion), it has potential value for scholars working on SDG-11, collaborative governance and participatory urban development. The focus on a secondary city context (Chinhoyi Municipality) is useful because much of the literature over-emphasizes capital/metropolitan areas, while implementation constraints often differ in mid-sized cities. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current title: “Harnessing Community Engagement for Sustainable Housing Delivery: Insights from Chinhoyi Municipality” is broadly suitable and accurately signals the setting and topic. However, it could be strengthened by specifying the country and (optionally) the methodological contribution, since the manuscript frames itself as a mixed-methods case study. 

Hence, I suggest the alternative title: “Community Engagement and Sustainable Housing Delivery in Chinhoyi, Zimbabwe: Evidence from a Mixed-Methods Case 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 is well structured and covers context (SDG-11), theory base, methods, and key claims. However, it currently makes strong empirical claims (e.g., “measurable sustainability gains” and “positively associated”) without providing any key numbers (sample size, effect size, model fit, or at least a brief quantitative indicator), which reduces technical credibility. 

Hence, the following are suggested: (A) Add: (i) survey sample size (N), (ii) number of interviews/FGDs, and (iii) one headline quantitative result (e.g., coefficient direction + significance or a simple comparative statistic), (B) Consider revising tone: if numerical evidence is not reported in the paper, soften causal language (“demonstrates measurable gains”) to more cautious phrasing (“suggests potential gains”) and (C) Delete/avoid: claims that cannot be directly supported by results shown in the manuscript (until regression tables/outputs are included).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Conceptually, the framing is scientifically reasonable and grounded in established participation/collaborative governance literature (e.g., Arnstein; Ansell & Gash; co-production). The main concern is technical soundness and verifiability: the manuscript states that regression analysis and diagnostic checks were conducted, but the results are not presented in a reproducible way (no model table with coefficients/SE/p-values/CI, no sample size, no variable operationalization). So, the study may be correct in direction, but the evidence as written is insufficient to validate the stated conclusions; substantial methodological and results reporting improvements are needed before the scientific claims can be confirmed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes several foundational sources and also includes recent institutional/policy sources (e.g., UN-Habitat/World Bank) and some 2024–2025 items. That said, there are quality-control issues: (A) Some citations appear with formatting/typographical errors (e.g., “UN-Habitat., 2022World Bank., 2023”), which should be corrected.  (B) The manuscript contains multiple “Top of Form / Bottom of Form” artefacts embedded in the document, including within the reference list area, which should be removed.  (C) The manuscript cites some very recent (including 2026) items in-text; the authors should ensure these are published and fully traceable with complete bibliographic details. 

Optional additions (if not already included / to strengthen scholarly grounding): (A) More peer-reviewed empirical studies on housing cooperatives/self-help or incremental housing in Southern Africa / Zimbabwe, and comparative studies on participatory upgrading in secondary cities and (B) If the journal prefers, reduce dependence on non-peer reviewed items (e.g., conference/summit citations) unless they are essential and verifiable. 
	

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


	The English is generally readable and academically styled. However, the manuscript requires professional copyediting/proofreading due to: (i) repeated document artefacts (“Top of Form / Bottom of Form”), (ii) occasional citation/formatting errors and sentence-level redundancies, (iii) and places where claims are overstated relative to evidence shown (which is partly a reporting issue, not only language).
	

	Optional/General comments


	(i)Please ensure the manuscript meets “technically sound” standards by adding a concise but complete methods transparency package: sampling frame, N, instruments/scales, operational definitions, and full quantitative outputs (tables) plus qualitative support (theme table + exemplar quotes), (ii) The conceptual framework figure is useful; consider presenting it as a properly formatted figure (instead of ASCII flowchart) if the journal allows and (iii) Clean up structure/formatting issues before resubmission to improve readability and reviewer confidence.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
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