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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Nowadays, assessment of vulnerability index is becoming research hotspot. This
manuscript is too simple, and a lot of content has not been clearly stated. It is
recommended that the author make a substantial revision as a whole.

Some detailed comments:

1.

The most critical issue is that the title is” Mapping a climate change vulnerability
index...” , however, the manuscript does not have even one map. Please change the
title or modify the manuscript content.

In my opinion, a very critical issue here is that the authors do not have a sufficient
literature review. The authors do not provide a proper problem description in the
introduction, and do not cover any international experience to begin with.

Data are too complicated. | suggest the authors provide the data description in another
way, for example, change the words into a table. A table is proposed to add in this
section.

Please add the location map of the study area (including the distribution of 30 districts)
in order to provide convenience for the reader's to understand the conclusions.

Please add the flow chart of the method. The current “2. Methodology” is too much like
a research report.

“3. Results and Discussion:” It is recommended to add mathematical analysis instead
of just give tables to list the results.

No “Discussion” part? please strengthen the writing of discussion part.

There are too few references, only 7 references?

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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