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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.


	Integrating solid waste and flood risk management helps prevent drainage blockages that worsen urban flooding.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive for this topic. It effectively outlines the need for integrating solid waste and flood risk management, highlights the key components of the proposed framework, and emphasizes its relevance to urban resilience and environmental sustainability.
	

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

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

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The use of spatial mapping and geospatial tools enhances the relevance and applicability of this study to the current research context. I’d like to share a few constructive observations that may help improve clarity and consistency across the manuscript
-
The study highlights four significant rainfall events in 2014, but similar occurrences in other years are not documented.

-
Figures 3 and 4 lack essential map features such as built-up areas and other relevant spatial elements.

-
Table 1 presents data beginning from the year 2000, while Table 2 starts from 2006; aligning both tables to a common baseline year would improve consistency.

-
Table 4 includes percentage of distance, which appears unnecessary and may be omitted for clarity.

-
Table 6 requires verification of the year in which the author’s fieldwork was conducted.

-
Table 7 lacks clear entries in the first column, making interpretation difficult.

-
Table 9 also contains incomplete data and should be revised for clarity and completeness.
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