
The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic: flood‑related public health 
vulnerability at the household/community scales in Bangladesh. The study benefits 
from primary household survey data, a clearly defined methodological framework using 
AHP, and spatial visualisation of vulnerability patterns. The methodology is generally 
solid, and the results are clearly presented. However, the manuscript requires revision 
to strengthen its engagement with the literature, its novelty positioning, and its 
discussion depth before it can be considered for publication. 

Comments: 

1. Keywords: The keywords should be reconsidered and refined to better reflect the 
manuscript’s focus and contribution. Several current keywords are overly generic 
and do not fully capture the paper’s emphasis on household‑level assessment, 
public health vulnerability, or methodological approach. Revision is needed to better 
align with the study objectives, scale, and analytical approach. 

2. Introduction and Literature Review: The background section requires further 
development. While the introduction provides a general overview of flooding and its 
health impacts, it does not sufficiently engage with recent, relevant literature, 
particularly from Bangladesh and similar flood‑prone contexts. There are many 
existing studies on flood‑related public health vulnerability, including household‑ 
and community‑level assessments using composite indices, AHP, and other 
multi‑criteria approaches. These are not adequately synthesised or critically 
discussed. As a result, the research gap is not clearly distinguished from existing 
work, and the manuscript risks overstating its novelty. 

Recommendation: 
Expand the literature review to include more recent (last 5–10 years) studies, 
especially those focusing on: 

✓ Public health impacts of floods in Bangladesh 
✓ Household‑ or community‑scale vulnerability assessments 
✓ AHP or similar multi‑criteria frameworks applied to flood risk and health 

Clearly explain how this study builds upon, refines, or differs from these prior works 
(e.g., scale, indicator integration, spatial focus, or analytical framing). 

3. Claims of Novelty and Contribution: The manuscript uses terms such as 
“pioneering” and “transformative.” Given the substantial existing literature on 
flood‑health vulnerability at household and community levels (including in 
Bangladesh), these claims appear overstated. The study’s contribution seems to lie 
more in context‑specific integration and empirical application, rather than in 
introducing an entirely novel methodology. 
Recommendation: Reframe the contribution more cautiously by emphasising: 
✓ Improved local‑scale resolution 
✓ Integrated analysis of structural and non‑structural factors 



4. Methodology: Provide a brief justification for selecting AHP over alternative 
weighting or index‑construction methods to further strengthen methodological 
transparency. 

✓ Expert Selection and Bias Mitigation 
The manuscript relies substantially on expert judgment to derive indicator weights 
using the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP). The authors should expand the expert 
judgment subsection to clearly describe bias‑mitigation strategies. 

5. Discussion: The discussion section needs substantial improvement. Currently, it 
largely reiterates results but does not sufficiently: 

✓ Compare findings with previous studies 
✓ Explain why certain unions or factors show higher/lower vulnerability 
✓ Clarify what insights are unique, confirmatory, or divergent relative to earlier 

research 

Recommendation: 

Strengthen the discussion by: 
✓ Explicitly comparing key findings with prior studies from Bangladesh and 

other South Asian floodplains 
✓ Explaining how institutional support, WASH conditions, or adaptation 

strategies in the study area align with or differ from existing evidence 
✓ Clearly articulating what this study adds to current knowledge (even if 

incremental rather than transformative) 
6. Proofreading and Language: The manuscript requires careful language editing to 

improve clarity, reduce repetition, and correct grammatical issues. 
 

7. Formatting: Font type, font size, and spacing should be checked and made 
consistent throughout the manuscript in line with journal guidelines. Ensure uniform 
formatting of headings, tables, figures, and references.  

8. Citations: Some statements in the introduction and discussion would benefit from 
additional citations, particularly when making general claims about flood impacts 
and vulnerability. Also use updated citations for the sentences written. For example, 
in Section 2.1 (Study Area), flood events from 2017 and 2020 are discussed, yet the 
cited reference dates back to 2009, which is not appropriate for supporting these 
later events. More recent and event‑specific references should be included to 
accurately contextualise these floods. 

9. Overall Recommendation: 
The manuscript addresses a highly relevant topic and is supported by solid 
fieldwork and a sound methodological framework. However, to meet journal 
publication standards, it requires major revisions, particularly in the 
introduction with literature review, the discussion, and the positioning of the 
novelty. With these improvements, the paper has the potential to make a 



valuable contribution to the literature on flood‑related public health 
vulnerability in Bangladesh. 


