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	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.


	A pertinent case study addressing coastal tsunami risk.

A suitable index for assessing community preparedness.

The mixed-methods approach enhances the scientific robustness of the study.

Clear spatial analysis is demonstrated through the integration of maps and field data.

Contributes valuable insights to the body of knowledge on disaster risk reduction.

Offers practical relevance for policy-making and local disaster management planning.
Tsunami drill simulations with the community – an innovation for awareness and understanding.
Community preparedness for natural disasters and early warning systems - including insurance plans.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable as it accurately reflects the main focus and scope of the study.
	

	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 begins with a direct description of the locality and methodology but requires a broader introductory context on the relevance of tsunami risk in the region. Recommendation for the opening sentence of the abstract: Indonesia, located within the Pacific Ring of Fire, is exposed to significant tsunami risk that poses a substantial threat to its vulnerable coastal communities.

In the abstract: The "index value of 60.12" – please indicate the model or criteria from which this value was derived, in order to better contextualise the result.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	These are merely recommendations to improve the overall flow and clarity. The current version is not incorrect; the suggestions are simply aimed at enhancing readability.

Introduction

paragraph 1 - Consider adding a transitional sentence to bridge the national context and the local case study more smoothly. Suggestion: "Within this broader context of widespread vulnerability, the present study focuses on the village of Tambakrejo, a coastal community that exemplifies many of the challenges faced at the local level."
Paragraph 4 – Justification for using the Sendai Framework:

It would be valuable to clarify the rationale behind selecting the Sendai Framework over other normative frameworks. Explaining the criteria for this choice would strengthen the theoretical foundation and highlight the relevance of the framework to the case under study.

Paragraphs 6 and 7 – The level of methodological detail here may be excessive for the introduction. Suggestion:

The study adopts a mixed-methods approach, combining geospatial analysis with participatory assessment to provide a comprehensive characterisation of community vulnerability and response capacity.

Methodology:

Provides a well-contextualised geographic and demographic overview; makes consistent use of reliable and up-to-date sources and data; effectively integrates natural hazard risk with local characteristics.

Table 1 – In more qualitative or descriptive contexts, it may be more appropriate to use terms such as “indicators”, “aspects”, or “components”, as “parameter” carries a more technical and quantitative connotation. Will you be assigning any numerical value? If so, please indicate it in the table header/field. [In statistics, a parameter is a numerical value that describes a characteristic of an entire population.] 
The bibliographic source is missing in Table 1 regarding the criteria for the variables and their sub-levels. Was it developed independently based on the literature?

Conclusions:

Consider including a brief discussion of the study’s limitations in the conclusion.
	

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


	

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


	The manuscript meets academic standards in terms of English language quality. However, further improvements could be made by avoiding unnecessary repetition and enhancing the overall fluency of the text. Prefer shorter sentences for better clarity and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Recommendations: 
1 Ensure consistent use of decimal places throughout the document; two decimal places are sufficient.
2. If a column heading includes the '%' symbol, it is unnecessary to repeat the '%' symbol with each value in the rows below. Removing the redundant symbols improves clarity and presentation. Additionally, any other columns representing measurements or quantities should clearly indicate their units of measurement in the column heading. Example for Table 2 and Table 5: Use Index Value (n.º) to indicate the number unit clearly in the column heading, where no. stands for number. This clarifies the unit of measurement without cluttering the data cells.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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