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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 addresses a critically important and underexplored issue: the economic vulnerability of women in climate-sensitive coastal regions of Bangladesh at a micro-local scale. By developing and applying the Economic Vulnerability of Women Index (EVWI), the study contributes methodologically to gender-sensitive vulnerability assessment literature. The integration of socio-economic, financial, demographic, and disaster preparedness dimensions provides a multidimensional framework that can inform localized disaster risk reduction and gender-responsive policy planning. The study is particularly valuable for scholars working in climate change adaptation, gender studies, disaster risk reduction, and development geography.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the scope and geographical focus of the study.

However, for stronger academic impact, the following alternative could be considered:

Suggested alternative title:

“Assessing the Economic Vulnerability of Women in Climate-Prone Coastal Bangladesh: Development and Application of the EVWI in Dacope, Khulna”

This version highlights the methodological contribution (EVWI) more explicitly.


	

	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 well-written and structured. It clearly presents:

· Research context

· Methodology

· Index construction

· Key findings

· Policy implications

· Suggested improvements:

· Briefly mention the sample size (n=52) explicitly earlier in the abstract.

· Clarify that EVWI is constructed using weighted Likert-scale indicators.

· Replace slightly repetitive phrasing such as “characterized by agrarian, fishing, and resource extraction-related unsustainable economic activities” with more concise wording.

· Overall, only minor refinements are needed.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in structure and logic. The mixed-methods design, index construction, weighting procedure, and spatial mapping are appropriate for the research objectives.

However, several methodological clarifications are needed:

· Sample Size Justification – While thematic saturation is mentioned, stronger statistical justification for n=52 would improve robustness.

· Weighting Method – The rank-based weighting system should be more clearly explained mathematically.

· Cronbach’s Alpha (α = 0.61) – While acceptable for exploratory indices, the manuscript should acknowledge that this indicates moderate reliability.

· Religious Comparison Analysis – The discussion admits insufficient distribution data; therefore conclusions should be more cautious.

· Causality vs. Correlation – Some sections imply causal inference where only associative patterns are shown.

Overall: scientifically valid but requires clarification (Major Revision level).

	

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

· Extensive

· Theoretically grounded

· Include recent sources (2022–2025)

· Well-balanced between global and Bangladesh-focused literature

· Minor suggestions:

· Add 1–2 recent (2023–2025) references on gender-responsive climate adaptation frameworks.

· Possibly cite UNDRR (latest Global Assessment Report) for broader policy alignment.

· Otherwise, references are strong and appropriate.


	

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


	The manuscript is generally well-written in academic English. However, there are:

· Minor grammatical inconsistencies

· Repetitions in figure captions

· Formatting irregularities (e.g., missing symbols in weighting equations)

· Occasional overly long sentences

· A professional language editing service is recommended before final publication.

	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengths:

· Strong theoretical grounding

· Clear index construction framework

· Useful spatial visualization component

· High policy relevance

· Micro-level empirical focus

Areas for improvement:

· Clarify weighting formula mathematically

· Provide stronger justification for rank-based weighting

· Strengthen limitations section (sample size, religious data gap, cross-sectional design)

· Remove duplicated figure captions

· Improve formatting consistency

· Overall recommendation: Major Revision (scientifically strong but needs methodological clarification and language polishing).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No major ethical issues are evident. The manuscript clearly states:

· Informed consent was obtained

· Guardian consent for minors

· Data availability policy

However, the manuscript does not mention:

· Institutional ethical approval or IRB clearance (if applicable)

· If no institutional review board exists, this should be clarified explicitly
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