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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 a highly relevant and evolving domain within urban infrastructure and disaster recovery by integrating resilience theory with planning and decision-making frameworks. Its significance lies in attempting to bridge fragmented research areas such as engineering resilience metrics, optimization models, and governance considerations into a unified analytical perspective. The study is particularly valuable for interdisciplinary audiences, including urban planners, infrastructure engineers, and policy designers, as it highlights gaps between theoretical resilience constructs and their operational implementation.

However, while the topic is important and timely, the manuscript leans more toward synthesis rather than advancing a fundamentally new theoretical or methodological contribution. Its importance is therefore moderate to high, but its impact would significantly increase if stronger originality, clearer critical positioning, and sharper analytical depth were introduced.

	



	PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		5 (Excellent)
The title is precise, relevant, and accurately reflects the scope and methodology of the study.





	

	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
		4 (Good)
The abstract is informative and structured, but slightly verbose and repetitive in phrasing. It could be more concise and sharper in presenting novelty.



	



	

	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 (Good)


Keywords are relevant but somewhat generic. Inclusion of more specific terms such as “interdependency modelling” or “resilience metrics integration” would improve discoverability.


	



	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 (Good)
The introduction is comprehensive, though occasionally descriptive rather than analytical. Some sections repeat known concepts without deeper critique.





	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		5 (Excellent)
Objectives and research questions are clearly defined and logically aligned.





	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		4 (Good)
Literature is relevant and multidisciplinary, though heavily dominated by engineering-focused studies.





	


	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		5 (Excellent)
Includes recent studies up to 2025, demonstrating strong temporal relevance.





	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		4 (Good)
Methodology is well structured and follows PRISMA-ScR, but lacks deeper justification of inclusion/exclusion decisions.



	



	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		3 (Satisfactory)
The manuscript summarizes literature effectively but lacks strong critical interrogation of assumptions, limitations, and contradictions across studies.



	



	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		4 (Good)
Gaps are identified, especially regarding equity and integration, though they are somewhat general and expected in current literature.





	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		4 (Good)
Conclusions are consistent with findings but could be more analytically assertive.





	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
		4 (Good)
Limitations are acknowledged, though they focus mainly on methodology rather than epistemological constraints.



	



	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	
	5 (Excellent)


References are from credible, peer-reviewed, and high-impact sources.


	

	14. 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
		3 (Satisfactory)
Language is understandable but contains grammatical inconsistencies, awkward phrasing, and repetition that affect readability.



	



	




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
The title accurately reflects the scope, methodology, and thematic focus of the manuscript. No revision is required.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but improvement is recommended
The abstract covers all essential elements; however, it assumes that summarization equals clarity. It overemphasizes listing methods rather than highlighting the manuscript’s unique contribution. A stronger abstract would explicitly state:
· What is new in this review compared to existing reviews 
· Why the identified gaps matter in practice
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with reservations
The manuscript is methodologically sound in structure, but there are underlying concerns:
· It assumes that compiling diverse resilience approaches leads to integration, which is not fully demonstrated 
· It does not sufficiently challenge contradictions between engineering efficiency and social equity frameworks 
· The theoretical framework is well explained but not critically tested against empirical findings
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The references are both sufficient and up to date. However, there is a noticeable concentration on engineering and computational literature, with comparatively limited engagement with social science perspectives on equity and governance.
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