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	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.


	Natural disasters are unpredictable that can cause major loss to life and property. It may take years to rehabilitate and repair the damages caused by the natural calamities. Hence, it is essential to keep our self updated regarding the types of natural disasters and the damages. 

In view of the climatic changes, enhanced human activities, technological developments the research topic becomes more important.

Any disaster results into different kind of damages including human loss and infrastructural loss. Direct losses are envisaged after the disaster, however indirect losses are usually ignored, which are the significant and even sometimes surpasses direct losses. Indirect loss affects majorly few economic sectors but this has cascading effects on all sectors of economy.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is perfect
	

	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.


	Abstract is very general in nature.
It should cover the highlights of the research work in data form including adopted methodologies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Correct
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficient
	

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


	Language/English quality is good and easily can be understood by readers/authors/researchers. Sentences are adequate and depict the meaning clearly.
	

	Optional/General comments


	As the instant article focuses on identifying the gaps in various existing studies and formulating recommendations thereon. Concept is very good, however before reaching to any conclusion sufficient and adequate analysis is required. As I see that an area of socio-economic impacts of flooding is recommended but no analytic work I could see in article. I feel that whatever is recommended must be corroborated with facts and figures. For instance of socio-economic impacts of flooding, Ginni Index should be calculated for study area to assess socio-economic disparity that should be validated by datas based on community bases assessment. Must use Auto Regressive Differential Lag(ARDL) and Vector Auto Regression(VAR) for this purpose. Input-Output model has been constructed adopting Lientof concept for indirect losses including recovery period of affected sectors in order to keep resilience in policy frame work. concept of Occurrence Exceedance Probability, Aggregate Exceedance Probability, Return period and Monte Carlo Simulation using Poisson distribution and Binomial distribution should have been utilized to assess distribution of losses. This plays a very important role in reinsurance structuring. Normal, Log Normal, Pearson type III and Gumbel distributions should be excercised so that likelihood of various discharges as a function of recurrence interval or exceedance probability can be predicted. In nut shell meaning thereby, whenever I counter an existing study, it just does not establish automatically our counter  thought/explanation until & unless it is well evidenced by your validated work/outcome/results.
Author is suggested to keep these points in mind in future and forthcoming articles.
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