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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.


	The manuscript addresses an important topic—the interplay between environmental disasters (floods) and household food insecurity in Bihar, India. By integrating environmental hazards with socio-economic determinants, the study advances the interdisciplinary understanding of climate-induced food insecurity—a critical area under the Sustainable Development Goals framework. The research contributes valuable regional insights that can inform policymakers and its methodological approach combining socio-economic analysis with non-parametric statistics offers a replicable framework for similar studies in other climate-vulnerable contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is good. But I would like to suggest another title for the paper “Flood Vulnerability and Food Insecurity in Bihar: A Comparative Analysis of Financial and Nutritional Access”.
	

	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 of the article is informative and well-structured but it can be made more comprehensive and sharper by improving clarity, precision, and logical flow. The abstract could specify the key quantitative results (e.g., percentage of food-insecure households or effect size differences) to add scientific depth and credibility. The statistical details (listing several tests) can be shortened to maintain readability and focus on insights rather than tools. The policy implication section could be made more concise and linked directly to actionable strategies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in its core logic and use of analytical tools, but it requires moderate revisions to ensure methodological transparency, strengthen data reporting, and improve academic rigor. The manuscript does not clearly mention the reference period of data collection which is essential for reproducibility. The criteria for selecting flood-prone and non-flood-prone areas need clearer scientific justification. The use of stratified random sampling is appropriate, but the basis of stratification (e.g., by income, geography, or exposure) must be defined. Some references are non-scientific. These should be replaced with standard biostatistics or research-methodology sources. Updated references from more peer-reviewed or institutional sources needs to be added instead of general web citations. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The sufficiency and recency of the references in the manuscript appear moderate, and there is room for improvement. Many references are news articles or non-peer-review sources which are fine for context but unclear for core scientific grounding. Some cited works appear somewhat older or regionally limited; the manuscript would benefit from more recent (last 3-5 years) peer-review studies that directly link floods to household food security, dietary access, nutrition outcomes. 
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