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General Comments: In this manuscript, authors presented flood (river) risk assessment
in Jakarta for current and future period considering multiple drivers i.e., climatic change,
land use change and land subsidence. The paper is based on a previous study by the
authors, Budiyono et al. (2014), in which current river flood risk in Jakarta has been
assessed by using Damagescanner-Jakarta risk model. The improved version of the
previous model is used to simulate future flood risk here. According to the assessment,
the most dominant driver for increased flood-risk in future (2030) is land subsidence.
Overall, the presented research is innovative and timely. The major conclusions are
highly relevant for flood risk management in Jakarta. Despite the paper is already in
good quality, I found several limitations (see below). In order to publish the paper in
NHESS, I suggest ’major revisions’ taking into account following comments:

C1717

Comment 1: Authors found that direct economic damage for current flood risk is USD
143 million p.a.. They compared the results with previous estimate of Budiyono et al.
(2014). However, I do not find any comparison with official flood damage record of a
historical flood event. For a reliable estimation of flood damages, this comparison is
essential.

Comment 2: The major conclusion of the paper is that land subsidence is highly re-
sponsible for increased flood risk in future. However, future land subsidence is cal-
culated based on a strong assumption that current rate of subsidence remain same
for the future period. Based on such a strong assumption, providing a quantitative
value (173% increased risk due to only land subsidence) might be misleading for de-
cision maker. I understand that authors already discussed their assumption. However,
authors should clearly mention that in realistic scenario of land subsidence, this esti-
mation might change significantly.

Comment 3: Assessing flood risks for current period, authors have used a land use
map of 2002. How a land use map of more than 12 years old can represent current
land use? There are plenty of sources for developing land use map.

Comment 4: For assessing flood risks of 2030, authors have used official land use
plan 2030, which is ideal scenario (not a realistic scenario) of land use. In order to be
consistent with other drivers (land subsidence, climate change), simulation based land
use scenario is more appropriate.

Comment 5: The term ’vulnerability’ has multiple notions and in this paper authors
have considered only physical based depth-damage functions. Authors should mention
this limitation taking into account several important literature such as Cutter and Finch
(2008); Cutter et al. (2013); Gain et al. (2015) and Giupponi et al. (2015).

Comment 6: In my opinion, development of vulnerability map is a complete black-box.
After reading the manuscript it is not immediately clear how expert meeting follow-
ing Fuzzy Cognitive Mapping was used to generate vulnerability curve, along with the
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method developed by Budiyono et al. (2014)

Comment 7: Authors did not consider changes in the vulnerability for the future period.
I understand that this is lot of works. Authors should at least include the work by
Mechler and Bouwer (2014) on vulnerability changes.

Comment 8: Authors have nicely described the implication of the study in the con-
text of Jakarta. However, authors should provide a synthesis about the novelty of the
approach to the general readers.

I have no technical comments.
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