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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.


	The manuscript would eventually serve as a research report / summary to emphasize the (mentioned) lack of resilience improvement actions across Africa (by decision makers etc). Reviewer happily supports this initiative and the purpose of the manuscript. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Not sure. “Addressing climate risks and natural hazards” do not automatically constitute a state of an improved resilience. However, improving resilience does (inherently) require “addressing climate risks and natural hazards”. Reviewer is not against the idea of –at least – different wording of the title, if not necessarily an alternative title.

More importantly, reviewer suggests the word “disaster” rather than “hazard”.
	

	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 comprehensive. However, one might feel that the abstract promises more than is presented in the manuscript. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Some of the statements of the manuscript that need to be justified are presented later in this review.  
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Total number of references can be regarded sufficient. However, it might be worth pointing out that only one reference is from 2024 and two from 2025, if this should mean something. Some research areas, due to the lack of published literature, may suffer from the lack of “recent” reference access dates. (This may not be the case here though.)
	

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


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Are the words “hazard” and “disaster” used interchangeably in the manuscript? If so, this is not acceptable, because there is a big difference between a hazard and a disaster, and this distinction is critical.

Reviewer also believes that there are many sentences/statements that are vulnerable as a result of being way too much unclear. One example: Lines 185-186  “lessons learnt from different regions with information about individual hazards to create flexible, multi-hazard resilience frameworks.” No further referral or justification has been made. Please note that there are similar occasions throughout the manuscript.
There are no numbers / indicators regarding economic insights due to natural disasters. Reviewer strongly recommends that such numbers are included (as necessary) in the manuscript, given the fact that the manuscript is dealing with infrastructure and resiliency. EM-DAT is one of the publicly available resources.
Finally, reviewer believes that wording “climate change” is not as scientifically valid as “climate risks” which is also embraced n the manuscript. One other recommendation would be “climate impacts”.  
Line 100

Is (DRR) placed here on purpose? It is hanging.

Line 102

Is (CRDP) placed here on purpose? It is hanging.

Line 130

Figure 2 is first mentioned and explained under section 3.0. Conceptual and Theoretical Foundations.  But it is presented under section 4.0. Climate Risks and Natural Hazards in Africa. Which section does Figure 2 belong to?

Lines 130-131     that synthesizes hazards, vulnerabilities, and resilience methods within a systems viewpoint.
Figure 2 does not make any synthesis? “Resilience methods” is mentioned here and again, it is vague.

Lines 131 thru 135

How? Reviewer tries hard to agree with these statements. 
Line 187     It also shows how these hazards affect infrastructure systems

and gives some instances from different regions.
This sentence can simply read something like:  “It also lists primary impacts of these hazards…”      It does not show how these hazards affect infrastructure systems. 

Line 190

added  type of  for clarity.
Lines 197 thru 203. Figure 2 is recalled and described again.

How? Figure 2 is a very broad graphical expression of 3 things/concepts: Climate hazards, vulnerabilities and impacts. It does not necessarily indicate a connection or a flow between these three.
Line 206

Name of Figure 2 might need reconsideration. 

Lines 207-209

How? Figure 2 is a very broad graphical expression of 3 things/concepts: Climate hazards, vulnerabilities and impacts. It does not necessarily indicate a connection or a flow between these three.

Lines 249-254

How is infrastructure sectors distributed across the given vulnerabilities? As equally importantly, how are these vulnerabilities of each infrastructure sector calculated/rated?
Line 267 

Is (AU) placed here on purpose? It is hanging.

Line 281

Is (GIS) placed here on purpose? It is hanging.

Line 303

Is (GCF) placed here on purpose? It is hanging.

Line 304

Is (GEF) placed here on purpose? It is hanging.
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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)

-
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