

Review Form 3
	

	Book Name:
	Current Research on Geography, Earth Science and Environment

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_6841

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Towards the Conceptual Framing of Inclusive Urban Flood Resilience

	Type of the Article
	Book Chapter




Special note:

A research paper already published in a journal can be published as a Book Chapter in an expanded form with proper copyright approval. 
Source Article: 

This chapter is an extended version of the article published by the same author(s) in the following journal. 

Climate, 13(6): 114, 2025.
Available: https://doi.org/10.3390/cli13060114 




	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 is important for the scientific community because it addresses a clear and underexplored gap by integrating the concepts of inclusive development with urban flood resilience. I find the work valuable because it offers a well structured synthesis and proposes an initial conceptual framework that can guide both future research and policy design. The paper is strong in its clarity, its systematic review approach, and its identification of existing exclusions in flood resilience practices. However, the work would benefit from deeper practical illustrations or case applications that show how the proposed framework could operate in real urban settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title “Towards the Conceptual Framing of Inclusive Urban Flood Resilience” is suitable, as it clearly reflects the manuscript’s objective of developing an initial conceptual framework by integrating inclusive development with urban flood resilience. It accurately signals that the paper is exploratory and conceptual in nature. However, if the authors wish to make the title more precise and descriptive, an alternative could be “A Preliminary Conceptual Framework for Integrating Inclusive Development into Urban Flood Resilience.”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is generally comprehensive and clearly outlines the motivation, the analytical approach, and the key findings of the manuscript. 

It effectively highlights the gaps in existing literature and the need for a more inclusive framing of urban flood resilience. However, I suggest adding a brief sentence that explicitly states the methodological approach (integrative review) to enhance clarity. 

Additionally, a short statement on the practical implications of the proposed framework would strengthen the abstract and help readers quickly understand its relevance for scholars and urban practitioners.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound because it follows a clear and systematic integrative review methodology to synthesize literature from both inclusive development and urban flood resilience. The authors use purposive saturation sampling appropriately and provide transparent criteria for selecting and assessing the literature. The arguments presented are supported by well-established theories, and the development of the conceptual framework is logically derived from the reviewed evidence. Overall, the manuscript demonstrates technical rigor, though it could be strengthened further by providing more explicit justification for the final selection of constructs included in the proposed framework.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references in this manuscript are sufficient, relevant, and include a substantial number of recent publications, particularly from the period 2015–2023, which strengthens the credibility of the review. The authors have also cited foundational works in both inclusive development and flood resilience, ensuring good theoretical grounding. However, the manuscript could be enhanced by including a few more recent empirical studies that examine on-the-ground inclusive resilience initiatives in urban contexts. Adding such references would help further connect the conceptual framework to emerging practical applications and strengthen the manuscript’s contemporary relevance.

	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	The language quality of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication, with clear argumentation and well-structured sections. The writing is formal, coherent, and maintains an academic tone throughout. However, a few sentences in the results and discussion sections are slightly lengthy and could be refined for improved readability. A minor round of proofreading would further enhance clarity and ensure smooth flow for an international scholarly audience.
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	PART  2: 


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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript. The study is based on an integrative review of existing literature and does not involve primary data collection from human participants, sensitive data, or experimental procedures that would raise ethical concerns. The authors have also clearly stated that there are no conflicts of interest. Overall, the manuscript meets ethical standards expected for a conceptual and literature-based scholarly work.
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