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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 area at the intersection of correlational governance and  strategic vision. I observed that correctional systems are not  usually examined through future oriented and systems based lenses, particularly in low and middle income country contexts. By focusing on Zimbabwe,the paper contributes geographically relevant insight to a field that is often dominated by Western institutional models. This paper links vision,leadership and resilience offering a potential useful conceptual tool for policymakers and scholars interested in long term governance capacity in high risk public institutions 
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	Yes,the title is appropriate and correctly reflects the scope,focus and geographic context of the manuscript.It clearly signals the theoretical orientation and the focus on Zimbabwe Prisons and Correctional Service.
	

	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 comprehensive and well aligned with the context of the manuscript.it clearly outlines the problem foundation and context,methodological orientation and proposed framework. However, it is somewhat long and could be made a bit more concise. The methodological description could be simply stating  that the study sis a conceptual and policy-oriented qualitative analysis based on documentary sources and foresight tools/Tightening the sentences would improve readability 
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	The manuscript is conceptually sound and internally coherent.The policy arguments are logically developed and consistent with current global governance and public sector resilience discourses.
However, the study is primarily conceptually and interpretive rather than empirical.The “findings” section draws heavily on existing international literature and reports rather than new data specific to Zimbabwe .Though,it does not invalidate the work,but it have included more analytical and framework rather than evidence based empirical research.
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	The reference base is broad,relevant and includes many international and governance sources. 
The paper can have  more studies focused on correctional system and reforms in Africa, Empirical studies on prison digitalisation and sustainability transitions.
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	Many sentences are long and could be simplified for clarity .
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	No direct ethical concerns are evident
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