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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.


	This manuscript is important because it addresses an important gap in correctional management by applying strategic foresight, systems theory, and organizational resilience frameworks to the context of the Zimbabwe Prisons and Correctional Service (ZPCS). It provides a proactive framework for institutional resilience, moving beyond reactive, custodial practices to address contemporary disruptions such as climate change and digital fragility. This study is also significant for the scientific community because a scalable model for "anticipatory governance" that can be adapted by other correctional systems in developing nations facing similar resource constraints. Ultimately, it also links institutional sustainability directly to national security and rehabilitative effectiveness.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title is very suitable because it explains the two main theoretical frameworks (Strategic Foresight and Institutional Resilience), the specific sector (Correctional Systems), and the geographic/institutional focus (ZPCS). It accurately shows the "future-proofing" objective discussed throughout the paper.

	

	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 detailed because it covers all the necessary sections of the study, including the background, objectives, methodology, theoretical framing, and the proposed resilience framework. It is easy to understand how institutional resilience and strategic foresight are related.

The abstract could be strengthened with a few small tweaks (changes). It might benefit from some condensing to make it more succinct (easy to read and understand) given its current length (about 250 words). Additionally, transitional phrases such as “That said,” “Thus,” “Consequently,” and similar expressions appear frequently and may make the abstract read more like body text. The authors might  think about highlighting more specific findings or insights briefly, since the current emphasis is mainly on the framework description. Lastly, the abstract could be made clearer and improved by reorganizing the abstract to look more like the conventional structure (background, objectives, methods, key findings, and conclusions).

Overall, the abstract effectively communicates the study’s purpose and scope, and these minor adjustments would help improve its focus and readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Generally, the manuscript is sound in its conceptual development and its theoretical grounding. The literature review is comprehensive, the selected theoretical frameworks are relevant, and the proposed Integrated Resilience Framework is logically structured and consistent.

However, more clarification would be needed for some aspects of methodological application. The methodology section indicates the use of scenario-based reflection and the futures cone to explore plausible trajectories, but this analysis is not clearly reflected in the findings. Similarly, while the authors describe three iterative analytical stages, these stages are not explicitly demonstrated through themes, coding processes, or other indicators of analytical progression in the results section.

In addition, it is challenging to distinguish the study's original analytical contributions from background discussion because the findings section mainly summarizes existing literature and policy perspectives. A greater emphasis on how the analysis specifically informs understanding of the Zimbabwe Prisons and Correctional Service would strengthen the manuscript.

Overall, the manuscript represents a valuable conceptual contribution. Aligning the methodological description more closely with the analysis presented or clarifying the paper’s positioning as a conceptual framework development study would enhance scientific clarity and coherence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and demonstrates good recency, with numerous sources from 2023-2025, which is appropriate for a futures-oriented study. The authors have cited major international organizations (UNODC, OECD, UNDP, World Bank) alongside Zimbabwe-specific sources, providing both global and contextual perspectives.

However, several issues require attention:

· Duplicate entries: There are numerous duplicate references throughout the list. For example, "OECD. (2021). Building resilience: New strategies for strengthening public governance" appears approximately 15+ times. All duplicates should be removed, keeping only one instance of each unique source.

· Formatting inconsistencies: Some reference entries are incomplete or inconsistently formatted (varying punctuation, incomplete publication details). The reference list should be carefully reviewed and standardized according to the journal's citation style.

· 2026 citations: Some sources are dated 2026 (e.g., "ZimEye. (2026)" and "van Doren et al., 2026"), which may be errors or require verification of actual publication status before this manuscript's publication.

· Balance of source types: While the gray literature from policy organizations is valuable and appropriate, the manuscript would benefit from including more peer-reviewed empirical studies, particularly comparative research on correctional systems in African or developing country contexts.

Overall, the references are sufficient in scope and recency but require technical cleanup (removing duplicates, fixing formatting) and could be strengthened with additional peer-reviewed empirical sources.


	

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


	The manuscript demonstrates appropriate scholarly tone and is generally well-organized, but the prose would benefit from tightening. The writing is occasionally wordy and repetitive, with frequent use of transitional connectors such as 'therefore,' 'accordingly,' 'actually,' 'in reality,' and 'it is worth noting that.' A careful line-edit to remove redundancies, simplify sentence structure, and address minor grammatical issues will significantly improve readability.

Specific suggestions:

· Sentence structure: Aim for shorter, more direct sentences in the Abstract, Introduction, and Discussion sections. Reduce stacked adverbs and convert passive voice to active voice where appropriate.

· Terminology consistency: Ensure consistent use of key terms throughout (e.g., 'ZPCS,' 'strategic foresight,' 'anticipatory governance,' 'rehabilitative innovation').

· Formatting: Check section headings and numbering for consistency. Some formatting artifacts appear in the reference section (e.g., spacing irregularities).

Overall, the English quality is suitable for publication with light copy-editing to enhance clarity and flow.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-organized and makes a valuable conceptual contribution.

Suggestions for enhanced practical impact:

· Consider a summary table mapping each resilience pillar to concrete operational examples (e.g., Digital Integration and inmate management systems; Energy Transition and solar/biogas infrastructure; Rehabilitative Innovation and market-aligned skills training)

· A brief discussion of phased implementation approaches or partnership models would strengthen practical applicability

· Explicitly acknowledge the need for empirical validation of the proposed framework in future research

These are optional enhancements; the manuscript is strong in its current form.
This manuscript presents a timely, policy‑relevant synthesis that links strategic foresight, systems thinking, and organizational resilience to the operational realities of the Zimbabwe Prisons and Correctional Service (ZPCS). The theoretical scaffolding is coherent, and the proposed five‑pillar framework (digital integration, climate‑smart sustainability, energy transition, ideological‑threat preparedness, and rehabilitative innovation) is internally consistent and practically oriented. To optimize clarity and scholarly completeness before publication, I recommend minor revisions: (i) briefly specify how the foresight elements were operationalized (e.g., horizon‑scanning domains, criteria for scenario drivers), (ii) streamline and slightly shorten the abstract while adding one line on scope/limitations, (iii) perform a light language edit for concision and consistency, (iv) tidy the references by removing duplicates, standardizing formats, and verifying any 2026 entries, and clarify whether Figure 1 is author‑developed or adapted. These updates are straightforward and will enhance traceability and readability without altering the paper’s core contribution.
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	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. Since this is a qualitative, conceptual study based on publicly available documentary sources, there are no issues involving human subjects or confidential data. The authors have primarily utilized international policy reports and publicly accessible news and legislative sources.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues identified. The manuscript does not contain any author conflict of interest statement, and based on the content, there is no indication of financial, institutional, or commercial conflicts. The study maintains an academic tone focused on policy analysis and institutional reform without promoting specific commercial products, services, or organizational interests.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism suspected. The manuscript demonstrates appropriate citation practices throughout, with extensive references and proper attribution of sources. The proposed Integrated Correctional Resilience and Foresight Framework appears to be original work by the authors.
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”: I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer
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Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
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