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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.


	This manuscript addresses a highly relevant topic for Nepal and other earthquake-prone countries where building code compliance directly affects disaster resilience and community safety. By focusing on Godawari Municipality and comparing findings with Sisne and Birendranagar, the study provides valuable localized insights into compliance patterns, construction practices, and challenges in enforcement. The research contributes to the broader scientific community by highlighting gaps between policy and practice in seismic safety, offering practical recommendations for municipal governance, technical training, and awareness-raising. Its findings have important implications for disaster risk reduction, urban planning, and sustainable housing development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, clear, and well-aligned with the content. However, a slightly more concise version could be:
“Compliance with Nepal’s Building Code: Evidence from Residential Construction in Godawari Municipality”
	

	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 generally comprehensive, covering aims, design, methodology, key findings, and recommendations. However, it could be made more concise by reducing detail on sampling numbers (these can remain in the methods section) and instead emphasizing key findings and implications. For example, the comparative insights (Godawari vs Sisne and Birendranagar) are valuable and should be kept, but listing exact percentages for every parameter makes the abstract heavy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with a clear methodology combining field surveys, questionnaires, and key informant interviews. Comparative analysis strengthens the discussion. However, some sections (especially the results) contain an excessive level of tabular and numerical detail, which may overwhelm readers. Summarizing results thematically (strengths vs weaknesses, systemic gaps, enforcement challenges) could improve readability without losing rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and cite both Nepalese and international studies. Most are recent (2015–2025), which makes them relevant. However, the manuscript could benefit from including more global comparative studies on seismic code enforcement in South Asia (e.g., Pakistan, India, or post-earthquake reconstruction in Turkey) to broaden its context.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in understandable academic English, but there are occasional issues with wordiness and repetition (e.g., in abstract and results sections). Careful editing for conciseness and grammar would improve scholarly readability. For example, “the data required for this study were fully gathered possible from the targeted respondents” could be rephrased to “the required data were comprehensively gathered from the targeted respondents.”
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Figures and tables are informative, but some lack captions or adequate descriptions (Figures 1–6 should have clearer explanatory notes).

  The discussion would benefit from stronger linkage between results and broader implications for seismic risk management in Nepal.

  A limitations section is missing. The authors should acknowledge constraints such as reliance on self-reported data from masons and potential sampling bias.
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