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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
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	This is an interesting, and well-structured paper. Use of 12 parameters across four categories demonstrates a systemic approach. While I had some suggestions and corrections including:

1- some sources cited in the text (e.g., Fenicia et al., 2013) are missing from the reference list.

2- Section 4 states 6.28% of the basin is high-risk, but Table 2 lists 7.41% as "very high." This contradiction requires urgent revision.

3- The AHP weight-determination process (e.g., number/expertise of panelists, pairwise comparison matrices) needs clarification.

4- Parameters like TWI (Topographic Wetness Index) lack conceptual explanation in the text.

5- Figure 1d label repeats "Distance from Settlement" (should be "Distance from Roads").

6- In Table 1, NDVI/NDWI/SAVI units are incorrectly listed as "Level" (should be unitless/index).

7- Some parameters in Figure 1 (e.g., TWI, FSM) are undefined in the text.

8- Validation uses only one flood event (Aug 2018). Recommend inclusion of historical flood data for robustness.

9- Comparisons with similar studies (e.g., Rahmati et al., 2016) are superficial. Add a comparative accuracy table of different models.

The paper provides a valuable framework for flood susceptibility assessment. I believe that requires revisions. With these improvements, it holds potential for publication.
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