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PART 1: Comments

	
	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 makes a policy-relevant contribution to the literature on infrastructure-led urban development in Sub-Saharan Africa by focusing on a secondary city context that is often underrepresented in empirical academic works. While debates on inclusive urbanisation are well developed at metropolitan scales, municipality-level spatial evidence from intermediary cities remains limited. By integrating GIS-based spatial analysis, inequality metrics (including a Gini coefficient), household survey data, and institutional analysis, the study strengthens empirical understanding of how infrastructure allocation interacts with fiscal governance and spatial legacies.
The findings contribute meaningfully to ongoing discussions in urban studies, development planning, and municipal finance regarding the distributive consequences of infrastructure investment in fiscally constrained
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is generally appropriate and accurately reflects the study’s focus on infrastructure and inclusive urbanisation within Chinhoyi Municipality.
	

	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 clearly states the research problem, methods, data sources, and principal findings. It effectively communicates the central tension between aggregate infrastructure growth and distributive inequity. However, two improvements would strengthen it:

1. The abstract should briefly specify the analytical tools used.

2. The policy implications could be condensed to avoid normative overemphasis.

Overall, the abstract is strong but would benefit from tighter wording and methodological precision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its framing, conceptual grounding, and methodological design. The use of mixed methods, GIS spatial layering, and inequality measurement is consistent with established urban inequality scholarship (e.g., infrastructure Gini adaptations in non-income dimensions). The linkage between fiscal capacity, property taxation reliance, and spatial service bias is well supported in comparative African urban governance literature.
However, the reviewer has found some concerns that require attention:

· Some cited 2025 sources and “in press” materials may not yet be verifiable in established databases.

· There are duplicated references and inconsistencies in citation formatting.

These issues do not invalidate the core findings but require careful verification to ensure academic integrity.
	


Review Form 3
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	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference base is extensive and highly current, with strong engagement with World Bank, OECD, UN- Habitat, and African Development Bank publications. The inclusion of recent Zimbabwean scholarship strengthens contextual relevance.

The reviewer advises the following revisions:

· There are clear duplications (e.g., Berbés-Blázquez et al., 2023; Foster & Briceño-Garmendia, 2010; Onwujekwe et al., 2021; Mundonde & Makoni, 2024).

· Several OECD 2025 publications are cited multiple times under slightly different titles.

· Some references lack complete publication details.

· arXiv citations should be replaced with peer-reviewed versions if available.

The reference list requires technical consolidation, de-duplication, and it would be useful to verify against authoritative indexing systems (Scopus, Web of Science, CrossRef, etc.).
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript is written in formal academic English appropriate for scholarly texts. The tone is consistent with urban studies and development policy discourse. However:

· There are minor punctuation and grammatical errors.

· Some sentences are markedly verbose, particularly in the policy section.

If time and resources permit, a professional copy-edit is always a worthy investment.
	

	Optional/General comments
	The manuscript’s strongest contribution lies in its spatial operationalisation of inequality at the municipal level. However, the discussion occasionally leans toward policy prescription more heavily than empirical reflection. Strengthening the limitations section is a reliable method to improve balance.

The reviewer finds the manuscript to be methodologically solid, theoretically grounded, and policy relevant. Required revisions are primarily technical (reference verification, duplication removal, ethics clarification, minor language tightening) and not structural or conceptual.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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