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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 engages with a significant and highly pertinent issue by exploring earthquake disaster management in Nepal through a comprehensive framework that encompasses policy structures, institutional arrangements, and technological interventions. The topic is particularly timely in light of the growing global emphasis on strengthening disaster resilience in vulnerable developing contexts.

The study exhibits notable conceptual ambition by seeking to connect domains that are frequently examined in isolation within existing scholarship. The inclusion of comparative perspectives from Japan and Mexico further enriches the manuscript’s contribution, especially in identifying transferable policy insights and considerations for contextual adaptation.

In sum, the manuscript demonstrates clear academic value and practical importance. However, it would benefit from moderate to substantial revisions aimed at improving methodological robustness, providing greater clarity in its comparative framework, and sharpening its theoretical grounding.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	While the title is appropriate and informative, it appears somewhat broad and lacks distinctiveness. Considering the manuscript’s focus on integrative and comparative analysis, the title could be further refined to more clearly reflect its analytical sophistication and unique scholarly contribution.

Bridging Policy, Institutions, and Technology: A Comparative Perspective on Earthquake Disaster Management in Nepal
	

	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 thorough and offers a clear summary of the study, outlining the research context, objectives, and central themes concerning the policy, institutional, and technological aspects of earthquake disaster management in Nepal. It successfully emphasizes the significance of the topic and underscores the need to enhance disaster resilience within a high-risk setting.

However, several improvements could enhance its clarity and completeness:

· Methodological clarity: The abstract should explicitly state the research design (e.g., qualitative and comparative approach).

· Comparative element: The role of Japan and Mexico as comparative cases should be clearly mentioned.

· Specificity of findings: Key findings need to be presented more concretely rather than in general terms.

· Conciseness: Minor revisions could improve readability and reduce repetition.

Overall, the abstract is strong but would benefit from clearer methodology, a more explicit comparative scope, and sharper presentation of findings and contributions


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, with coherent arguments and appropriate use of literature. However, greater clarity in methodological justification and a more explicit discussion of comparative limitations would further strengthen its scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and reasonably up to date. However, the manuscript could benefit from including more recent peer-reviewed studies (last 3–5 years), particularly on early warning systems, IoT applications, and comparative disaster governance. Some references may also require verification for accuracy and accessibility.

Suggested additional references:

· Recent studies on earthquake early warning systems and IoT-based monitoring in International Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction
· Comparative disaster governance studies in Disasters or Natural Hazards
· Literature on community-based disaster resilience in developing countries


	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, but the language could be improved to meet the standards of scholarly communication. Some sentences require refinement for clarity and conciseness, and minor grammatical and typographical issues should be addressed through careful editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant and important topic and offers a valuable integrated perspective on disaster management. It is generally well-structured and grounded in relevant literature. However, the paper would benefit from clearer methodological justification, a more structured comparative framework, and a stronger articulation of its theoretical contribution. Overall, the manuscript has good potential but requires revision to enhance its rigor and clarity.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No evident ethical issues are found in the manuscript. Nevertheless, additional clarification regarding ethical considerations in data collection, particularly for interviews, would further strengthen the transparency of the study.


	


Reviewer details:

B.M.A.S. Anaconda Bangkara, President University, Indonesia
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


