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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 (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 contribution of this manuscript to the scientific community is that it further advances the use of the strategic foresight and organizational resilience theory in the context of correctional systems, which is still underexplored in the area of futures and governance. The study offers a new conceptual prism to think about how correctional institutions can pre-emptively respond to converging discontinuities like climate change, digital transformation and security threats by combining systems theory, anticipatory governance, and resilience frameworks. The contextualized study of the Zimbabwe Prisons and Correctional Service adds value to comparative correctional studies in the Global South with insights applicable transferability to the similarly constrained institutional context. All in all, the manuscript fills in the critical void between the foresight theory and the practice of correctional governance, and it is relevant to scholars, policymakers, and institutional leaders interested in the sustainability and readiness towards the future of the public institutions.
	

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

	Yes, the title of the article is suitable.
	

	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 properly designed and detailed, revealing the context of the problem and identifying with the global correctional issues but also stating methodological orientations. It also emphasizes the applicability of the research and suggested resilience framework. Some of the suggestions to be made are cutting down background detail, clearly indicating the main contribution, and explaining how the framework will be applied, as well as possibly a conclusion giving implications to the theory or policy. Certain small improvements would make it more readable and understandable without causing significant alterations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is conceptually correct and scientifically sound in the framework of qualitative and strategic foresight. The theoretical backgrounds are reasonable, properly utilized and the arguments are logical and well informed by the literature they refer to. There are minor things that can be enhanced such as a better separation of the conceptual insights and empirical claims but in no way do these undermine the overall scientific validity of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are sufficient and up to date, and the utilisation of recent sources (2020-2025) is high and refers to the reputable international organisations and scholarly literature. They provide adequate conceptual and theoretical arguments in the manuscript. It would be possible to add to the reference base a number of other new peer-reviewed empirical studies on the topics of correctional resilience, digitalisation, or prison radicalisation, especially those involving the Global South, although it is not a necessity.
	

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

	Yes, it is a piece of writing that can be called scholarly in its language and the general quality of the English. The paper is well composed, scholarly framed, and terminology is utilized throughout it. Some minor stylistic editing (a few long sentences can be made shorter and some repetition should be minimized) would enhance the readability, however, there is no significant language editing to be done.
	

	Optional/General comments

	
	















	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)
No serious ethical concerns can be distinguished in this manuscript. The research is abstract and has no human subjects, primary data and sensitive personal information, relying on secondary sources and publicly available documents. Ethical aspects are duly observed and the manuscript is in tandem with the accepted scholarly and research ethics.


	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There are no issues to do with conflicting interests in this manuscript. What can be disclosed or not, the authors have made it quite clear, and there is no indication in the text that there is any conflict that may be influencing the work.
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected. The paper seems to be novel, as it references the sources properly and attributes its content to the literature available. No traces of unauthorized imitation or unethical text copying were detected, and, thus, there is no need to provide any proofs or web links.
	






	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:


	 “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”




	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:


	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):
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