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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 makes a strategic contribution to the context of global disaster management, particularly in developing countries vulnerable to earthquakes, floods, wildfires, and hazardous materials incidents. It candidly addresses regulatory constraints, battery life, and data privacy, making it a realistic reference, not simply a technology promotion.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is very apt and descriptive, reflecting the broad scope of the manuscript: the role of drones in post-disaster damage assessment and relief operations. No revision is needed.
	

	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 adequately covers the background, methods, main results, and implications. It is recommended that some improvements be made, including:

1. Explicitly state that this is a case study-based literature review and technology analysis.

2. Clarify that the case studies cover four disaster scenarios (earthquake, flood, forest fire, nuclear/hazardous materials incident).

Avoid the phrase "revolutionary tool," and instead use "transformative technology."

3. Add one sentence about implementation challenges: for example, "However, large-scale adoption remains hampered by aviation regulations, limited battery life, and data privacy issues."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, the manuscript is scientific and informative, but it has several structural weaknesses:

1. There is no systematic review methodology. The inclusion/exclusion criteria for the literature, the databases used (Scopus? Web of Science?), or the publication period reviewed are not explained. Without these, the validity of the synthesis of findings is questionable.

2. Case studies are not critically analyzed. For example, in the case of the Turkey-Syria earthquake, it does not discuss why military drones were more effective than civilian drones, even though this is relevant for policy recommendations.

3. There is a lack of quantitative data. The manuscript mentions a “reduction in data collection time” for Cyclone Pam, but does not provide a specific figure (e.g., from 14 days to 2 days).

4. Ambiguity of terminology: “Disaster Management Mobile Lab” is mentioned without any technical explanation or references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography is adequate (16 references) and includes key studies (Clasing et al., 2023; Daud et al., 2022). However, it would benefit from the addition of 3–4 more recent references:
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scientific communication, but there are numerous grammatical errors, spelling errors, and terminological inconsistencies. Recommended: Thorough editing by a native speaker or a scientific editing service.
	

	Optional/General comments


	- "Simulation and Model Building" section: It claims to use MATLAB/Gazebo, but no simulation or model results are presented, giving the impression of an empty claim.

- Study limitations: As a review, a paragraph should have stated the limitations of the review's scope (e.g., focusing only on natural disasters, not addressing armed conflict).
	


	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 details)


	


Reviewer details:

Chairuddin, M.T.,M.M., STMIK IM, INDONESIA

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


