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	PART  1: Comments


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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	The paper is rich and has an indepth understanding of the problem(s) it sets to address. Its findings help to profer solution to major problems facing policing in Africa. Hence, the manuscript is relevant to scientific field of policing and the society at large.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title of the manuscriot is apt and falls within the contemporary discourse in policing/police studies.
	

	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 okay and elaborate. However, it is too worded. It is too unnessarily too long. The authors are advised to reduce the abstract to 250-300 words max. containing only the essential parts (Aim, methods, major findings, and recommendations). 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The paper is scientifically correct. However, it was observed that the paper has 5 objectives and 10 research questions (this may be a matter of style). My opinion is that the number of objectives should correspond with the number of the research questions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The paper is well referenced. The authors made use of recent references that are mostly journal based. However, some of the in-text reference are not in the reference list  or not properly captured. Eg Pillay and Khumalo (2024) can be found in the in-text but not found in the reference list (only Pillary, 2024 was found). Also, the authors are advised to adapt the APA 7th edition style of referencing in the work (in-text and ref. list).
	

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

	
The paper was written in sound English language suitable enough for scholarly communication. 


	

	Optional/General comments

	The Keywords are unnecessarily too much, 5-7 keywords should suffice. The authors should justify the use of multiple theories in the work while showing the strengths and weaknesses of each that gave rise to the compelling use of another. 


	
















	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)

.
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