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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 an important issue by examining gendered vulnerability in climate-affected coastal Bangladesh. It highlights how vulnerability varies at the local level, which is valuable for both research and policy. The mixed-methods approach adds depth to the findings. Overall, the study contributes useful insights, though it could be strengthened with better integration of environmental and spatial analysis.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The abstract provides a general overview, but it remains largely descriptive. It would benefit from briefly indicating the methodological limitations and clarifying the analytical approach. In particular, the absence of environmental or spatial analysis should be acknowledged, given the climate-related framing of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
While the study is methodologically consistent within a social research framework, it lacks scientific completeness from an environmental and climate perspective. The manuscript does not incorporate measurable environmental variables, geospatial analysis, or climate-related data, and no correlation or multivariate analysis is performed. Strengthening the study with environmental datasets, GIS-based analysis, and more robust statistical methods would significantly improve its scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
No explicit ethical concerns are apparent, but the manuscript does not clearly state whether ethical approval was obtained or how informed consent was ensured for participants. This should be clarified to improve transparency.
	





PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This is an interesting and relevant study, particularly in the context of coastal Bangladesh where climate-induced hazards are a persistent reality. The focus on women’s vulnerability and the attempt to capture micro-level differences between two nearby villages are valuable contributions. The mixed-method approach also adds depth, especially in understanding lived experiences that are often overlooked in quantitative analyses.
However, while the study is strong from a socio-cultural perspective, it feels somewhat incomplete from an environmental and climate science standpoint. The manuscript repeatedly emphasizes climate hazards such as salinity, cyclones, and erosion, but these are not supported by any measurable environmental variables or secondary datasets. There is no attempt to incorporate spatial or geospatial analysis, which is particularly important when the study aims to highlight local-scale variation between two locations. Without GIS-based validation or environmental data, the observed differences remain largely descriptive.
From a methodological point of view, the analysis also appears somewhat limited. The reliance on basic statistical tests without exploring relationships among variables (e.g., through correlation or multivariate approaches) restricts the depth of interpretation. Given the multidimensional nature of vulnerability, a more integrated analytical framework would strengthen the study considerably.
Overall, the manuscript has good potential, but it would benefit from a clearer linkage between social vulnerability and the underlying physical and environmental processes. Incorporating spatial analysis, environmental indicators, and a more robust statistical approach would significantly enhance the scientific contribution and better align the work with the scope of an environment and climate-focused journal.
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