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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.

	This book chapter discusses the issues facing the ZPCS. An extensive review of the international literature suggests many ways in which the ZPCS can adapt their findings to improve resilience against adversities. The primary recommendation is that ZPCS apply horizon-scanning and scenario planning to build foresight.
	

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

	Yes
	

	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.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	There were over 150 references. It is unclear if a systematic literature review was done. If so, it would be useful to know what the search criteria were and the inclusions and exclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references were sufficiently recent, but I question whether all 150 or so were necessary.
	

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

	The English was excellent, although very dense, with too many references per sentence. It also seemed repetitive. For example, the word “resilience” was used 71 times, and “foresight” was used 68 times.




	

	Optional/General comments

	

I did not see a definition of “resilience” or “foresight”. Even though the terms were used repeatedly. I would suggest the definition of resilience is “the ability to avoid, withstand, or recover from adversity.” Foresight could be defined as “a structured approach to exploring, anticipating, and preparing for multiple, plausible scenarios.” Although, there was great emphasis on introducing resilience and foresight in the ZPSC, there was limited practical advice on how those concepts could be incorporated. 
Although the literature review was extensive, it appeared that new literature might have been introduced in the discussion and the recommendations.
I would like the argument to be tighter and less repetitive, with fewer but more essential references. This would shorten the chapter considerably and make it more readable.
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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 details)
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