
I thank the authors for the careful revisions, which have substantially improved the 
manuscript. The additions to Section 3.2, in particular the comparison of typology distribution 
and footprint area between surveyed and non-surveyed CH, are very informative, and I am 
satisfied with the explanation provided on the sample size. I have only a few remaining points, 
which I consider minor revisions. 
 
 

1) Visual representation and characterisation of the sample: While the quantitative 
comparison between the two samples is helpful, Section 3.2 would benefit from both 
additional descriptive information and a visual representation. I suggest including 
further attributes that characterise the two groups (e.g. protection status, or other 
relevant features beyond typology and footprint area), accompanied by a plot (e.g. 
side-by-side bar charts of typology shares and protection status, and a boxplot or 
histogram of footprint area for surveyed vs. non-surveyed buildings). This would make 
the comparability of the two samples immediately apparent and would also clarify the 
scope of the analysis, particularly given that other CH typologies (e.g. theatres, train 
stations) are mentioned in the text but not retained in the detailed assessment. 

 
2) Discussion of limitations: As it currently stands, the sample size is mentioned in the 

manuscript in the Discussion section but, in my view, is not explicitly treated as a 
limitation. I would suggest that the Discussion section explicitly acknowledge this 
aspect, framing it as a general limitation of site-scale assessments for cultural 
heritage, where access to managers and on-site data inherently restricts the 
achievable sample. Recognising this explicitly would strengthen the transparency of 
the work without diminishing its contribution. 
 

3) Risk awareness: I remain unconvinced that the heterogeneity in risk awareness among 
managers adds value to the sample characterisation, as it is not used as a variable in 
the vulnerability model nor does it inform the subsequent analysis. Including it in 
Section 3.2 risks suggesting a dimension of the assessment that is not actually 
developed in the paper, which may confuse the reader. I would suggest either removing 
it, or relocating it to the Discussion as part of the broader limitation discussed in the 
previous comment. 
 

 
Overall, minor revisions.  


