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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 critically important research gap by conducting a comparative rapid visual screening (RVS) analysis of residential buildings in Chattogram, Bangladesh — a rapidly urbanizing city in a high seismic hazard zone. The study applies three internationally recognized assessment frameworks (FEMA 154, FEMA 310, and ASCE 41-23) alongside post-seismic parameters from BNBC 2020 to a representative sample of 100 RC-frame buildings, yielding a multi-layered picture of structural vulnerability that no single method captures alone.
The statistical validation of the road-width–vulnerability relationship (r = 0.54, odds ratio = 3.2) is a tangible contribution that moves beyond qualitative observation, and the explicit incorporation of post-seismic access parameters into the RVS framework is novel within the South Asian context. Collectively, the findings provide actionable intelligence for urban planners, local authorities, and disaster-risk-reduction professionals in low-to-middle-income countries facing similar building-stock challenges.
The identification of Baizid Bostami as the highest-priority sub-area, combined with the multi-method cross-validation strategy, gives emergency managers a clear triage framework. The paper is therefore of direct scientific and practical value to the earthquake engineering community, particularly researchers and practitioners working on developing-country urban resilience.
	



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
	4
	

	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
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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


	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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. The title is descriptive and accurately reflects the scope of the study. Minor suggestion: consider replacing 'Post-Seismic Implications' with 'Post-Seismic Vulnerability Parameters' to better convey the quantitative nature of the analysis.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, with a minor recommendation. The abstract covers the objectives, methods, key results, and conclusions adequately. However, the specific statistical outputs (r = 0.54, OR = 3.2) that constitute the paper's quantitative contribution should be mentioned explicitly to better signal the paper to readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	MOSTLY YES. The RVS methodology, checklist parameters, scoring approach, and statistical treatment are sound. However, the following points require the authors' attention:
1. The FEMA 154 cut-off of 2.0 is used throughout, but FEMA 154 (3rd ed., 2015) formally uses a cut-off of 2.0 for further evaluation rather than as a binary vulnerability score. Please clarify which edition is applied and whether the score–damage relationship has been adapted for the local hazard context.
2. The Shapiro-Wilk test is mentioned to support normality of FEMA 154 scores; please report the test statistic (W) and p-value explicitly.
3. The point-biserial correlation assumes interval-level FEMA 154 scores against a dichotomous variable. Confirm that the distribution of scores meets the assumptions, or present a Mann–Whitney U test as a non-parametric complement.
4. A reference to 'Nanda et al., 2026' appears in the introduction — this is a future date. Please verify or correct.
5. The citation 'Lecturer, 2024' (Introduction, paragraph 1) does not appear to be a proper bibliographic entry. Please supply a complete reference.
	

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

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

	PARTIALLY. 
• 'Lecturer, 2024' and 'Nanda et al., 2026' must be corrected or removed (see scientific correctness comments above).
• The Islam et al. (2024) reference (Research Square preprint) should be replaced with a peer-reviewed publication if one is available.
• The Poonam et al. (2024) reference appears to be an unreviewed preprint; please confirm or substitute.
The reference list is broad and generally up to date, but the following gaps are noted:
Seismic ground motion characterization and structural period estimation are fundamental underpinnings of any vulnerability framework, yet the current reference list does not include recent work in these areas. The authors are kindly requested to cite the following three peer-reviewed publications, which are directly relevant to the seismic assessment framework employed in this study:
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43995-025-00220-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s43995-025-00192-3
https://doi.org/10.48084/etasr.10411

	

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

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

	NO. The authors have included both an AI-use declaration (no generative AI was used) and a competing-interests disclaimer. No ethical concerns are identified. As the study is based on non-invasive visual inspection of the building exteriors, no human-subjects ethics approval appears necessary, but the authors may wish to add a brief statement confirming this for completeness.
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