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	1. The manuscript is suitable for the journal in terms of scope and relevance, but requires major revision to strengthen methodological transparency, and theoretical integration. The proposed use of the Herfindahl–Hirschman Index (HHI) to measure climate disaster risk concentration is novel and promising, but the current analysis remains largely descriptive and lacks rigorous inferential.

2. Section Data and Method lacks sufficient analytical framing and methodological clarity. The manuscript does not explicitly present the mathematical formulation of the HHI, nor does it justify the choice of concentration thresholds or normalization procedures. Furthermore, the rationale for aggregating village-level data to the provincial level and potential biases in the Village Potential Census (PODES) data are not adequately discussed.

3. Several quantitative claims and interpretations (e.g., the classification of villages into “highly concentrated,” “moderately concentrated,” and “multi-disaster” categories) are presented, but the logic underlying these categories is unclear and sometimes inconsistent with the reported statistics, indicating a need for careful verification and clearer explanation of classification criteria.

4. The Discussion does not sufficiently engage with the broader literature on multi-hazard risk assessment, disaster risk structure, and climate vulnerability frameworks. The manuscript would benefit from positioning its findings in relation to existing studies on hazard diversity, compounding climate risks, and regional vulnerability assessment, thereby strengthening its theoretical contribution.

5. The Conclusion mainly summarizes the descriptive findings and policy implications but does not clearly articulate the study’s theoretical contribution to the climate risk measurement literature. The authors should explicitly state how the HHI-based risk structure framework advances existing approaches and outline limitations and directions for future research.
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