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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.
	The manuscript is important because it examines urban informality in a secondary city context, an area that remains less represented than capital-city studies in African urban research. Its focus on Chinhoyi Municipality provides useful evidence on how informal economic activity, social networks, and spatial practices influence local governance. The paper is relevant for policy makers because it moves beyond control-oriented approaches and argues for adaptive, inclusive, and co-produced urban governance. The topic has practical value for developing cities facing unemployment, infrastructure pressure, planning gaps, and the need to integrate informal actors into sustainable urban development frameworks.
	




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
	4 - Good. The title is clear and relevant, although it is slightly long and may be shortened for sharper focus.
	

	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
	4 - Good. The abstract is comprehensive and captures the purpose, methods, findings, and policy implications. It should add clearer participant/sample information.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good. The keywords are appropriate, but the final comma should be removed and one or two terms such as “inclusive governance” may be added.
	

	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
	4 - Good. The background is well organized and establishes the importance of urban informality in developing and secondary cities.
	

	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 - Satisfactory. The research purpose is visible, but the objectives or research questions should be stated explicitly in a separate paragraph or bullet list.
	

	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
	4 - Good. The literature review is relevant and generally recent, but some references appear duplicated and should be verified.
	

	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 - Satisfactory. The mixed-methods design is appropriate, but the manuscript should report sample size, participant selection details, interview guide, observation protocol, and data analysis steps more clearly.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. The study involves human participants, but ethics approval, informed consent, anonymity, and data protection procedures are not clearly reported.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 - Satisfactory. The results are understandable, but they would be stronger with direct participant quotations, summary tables, and clearer linkage between evidence and themes.
	

	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


	N/A. The manuscript does not appear to include tables or figures. However, adding a conceptual framework figure or summary table would improve clarity.
	

	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
	4 - Good. The discussion relates the findings to existing literature and explains the governance implications of informality.
	

	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 - Satisfactory. The conclusions follow the main argument, but they should be more closely tied to specific empirical evidence from Chinhoyi.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. A clear limitations section is missing and should be added before the conclusion.
	

	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 - Satisfactory. The references are relevant and sufficient in number, but duplicate entries, incomplete details, and citation consistency issues should be corrected.
	

	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
	4 - Good. The manuscript is generally clear and readable, but minor language editing is needed for grammar, concision, and consistency of terminology.
	




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.

	YES. The title is suitable and reflects the focus of the study. However, it may be shortened to improve readability, for example: “Urban Informality and Governance in Developing Secondary Cities: Evidence from Chinhoyi Municipality, Zimbabwe.”
	

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

	YES. The abstract is comprehensive. It should be improved by adding the approximate number/category of participants, a clearer statement of the research design, and one or two concrete empirical findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, with revisions. The manuscript is conceptually sound and policy relevant. However, scientific rigor should be strengthened by presenting clearer methodological details, sample information, coding procedure, triangulation process, and evidence from the field data.
	

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

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

	NO. The references are generally relevant and many are recent, but the reference list contains duplicate entries and some incomplete or uncertain bibliographic details. The authors should remove repetitions, verify all citations, add DOI/URL details where available, and ensure every in-text citation appears in the reference list.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	YES. No direct ethical misconduct is apparent, but ethical reporting is insufficient. Since the study used interviews, observations, and stakeholder inputs, the authors should clearly state ethics approval or exemption, informed consent, confidentiality/anonymity, voluntary participation, and data storage/protection measures.
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