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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 paper adds to the expanding research on flood risks and vulnerabilities by using the Frequency Ratio (FR) approach combined with GIS tools in Ernakulam, a coastal area in Kerala, India, that's especially prone to flooding. With more intense monsoon storms happening and cities growing quickly there, it offers targeted, on-the-ground advice that's really helpful for cutting down disaster risks, smart land development, and shaping better policies. It's especially useful in places where data is hard to come by, showing how a straightforward stats-based method can work well with everyday map data. The flood risk map it creates is a handy guide for urban planners and emergency teams to make informed decisions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “A Study on Flood Susceptibility Zones in Ernakulam District, Kerala, India Using the Frequency Ratio Model”, is appropriate, clear, and reflects the content of the manuscript accurately.
	

	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 does a solid job of covering the study's main goals, approach, key influencing factors, core findings, and real-world implications clearly and thoroughly. It effectively sums up the results, especially the point about built-up areas being particularly vulnerable and the clear ranking of the driving factors. To strengthen it further, consider adding a brief mention of any validation steps or reliability checks carried out for the FR model results (if they were done). A light round of language polishing would also boost readability, and it would help to tidy up the keywords section by removing any awkward line breaks and ensuring everything flows consistently.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper presents a solid scientific foundation, with its core ideas and methods holding up well. The use of the Frequency Ratio model, the careful selection of key flood-influencing factors (such as slope, soil type, rainfall, drainage density, geology, and land use/land cover), and the GIS-based weighted overlay technique are all well-established and appropriate choices for studying flood susceptibility. The results are interpreted sensibly and effectively supported by the accompanying tables and figures. That said, a few areas could use some polishing for greater clarity and precision: there are occasional slip-ups in wording, like mentioning “landslides” when the focus is clearly on floods; the extremely fine raster resolution of 0.21 × 0.21 meters feels unusually small for a regional-scale analysis and should either be verified or explained; and the methodology section would be stronger with more detailed descriptions of the data preprocessing steps, the classification approaches, and the overall modeling process.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are solid and pull in some well-respected studies on GIS-based hazard assessment, which is a strong foundation. That said, quite a few of them are starting to feel dated, and a handful lean more toward landslides than floods, which slightly dilutes the focus. To make this even stronger, it would be great to weave in more recent work from the last 5–7 years on flood susceptibility mapping and urban flood modeling. Adding a few region-specific or India-centered flood studies would also ground the discussion more firmly in the local context. Lastly, just double-check for consistent citation formatting and iron out any small referencing slip-ups.
	

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


	The manuscript's language is generally clear and comprehensible, but it still needs some moderate polishing to reach the level expected in scholarly publishing. The main issues are grammatical slips, a few clunky or awkward sentences, repeated ideas that could be streamlined, and inconsistent use of tenses throughout. To make it publication-ready, do a thorough round of professional language editing or careful proofreading before submission.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The figures and tables do a great job of sharing key info, but they'd be even better if they were properly aligned, had clear numbers, and got referenced more consistently in the main text.

· Sections like Results and Discussion feel a bit too straightforward and descriptive right now—throwing in some deeper analysis, like how your findings stack up against earlier research, would really beef up the whole paper.

· The conclusion fits well with the study's goals and wraps things up nicely, but it could use a quick nod to any shortcomings and suggestions for what to explore next.
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