Dear Editor:
Our responses to the reviewer’s comments follow the points made below and appear in red.
Reviewer 1:
Overall,   nice  look    at   factors    contributing    to   hurricane    vulnerability    in    Bluefields.        Most    of    
my  comments    have    to    do    with    the    manuscript    structure.    
    
1. Premise.     What    exactly    are    the    research    questions/objectives    for    this    study.        They    are    not    explicitly     stated     as    far    as  I   can  tell.        The  purported    contribution     is   stated   on   page   3.      An    implicit    objective    is    given    near    the    end    of    page    9,    while    the    conclusion    on    page    25    tells    what  the   piece    sought    to    understand.        These    are    not   sufficient.       In   the    absence    of    clearly    stated    questions    or    objectives,    it    is    difficult    to    determine    if    the    literature    review  is    on    point,     or  if    the    methods    are    appropriate.    
· Added this sentence in the introduction’s first paragraph: “This study asks how changing conditions in the city of Bluefields, in the country’s historically isolated Atlantic region, and in Nicaragua more broadly have affected that city’s vulnerability to future hurricanes.”
2. Introduction.        The  2nd  half    of    the    first  paragraph    seems    out    of    place.        The    focus    here    is    
on    risk    perception    and   availability    heuristic,   but    this    doesn’t  appear    again    until   page    23.       If    risk    perception     isn’t    truly  a   focus    of   the   article,    it    shouldn’t    appear  so    early    in   the    introduction.        Or   at    least    it    should    be    more    tightly    linked    to    social    vulnerability.    
· We removed the paragraph discussing Bluefields’ location as being on the southern threshold of the Atlantic hurricane tracks, with a longer return interval. We agree with this reviewer that it is not directly relevant to the article’s argument about social vulnerability.
3. Tone.     Be    a    bit    careful    in    the    second    paragraph    of    page    5.        The    normative    arguments    here     are    close    to   looking    like    an   opinion    piece,    not   objective    observation.
· Changed wording from “Many lives were saved due to the local Civil Defense’s massive effort and an impressive pre-storm mobilization carried out by the Sandinista government, even though many residents on the Atlantic Coast were opposed to the Sandinista regime (Taylor, 2005). Due to the success of the Sandinistas and the Civil Defense, the death toll was kept low, especially in Bluefields, where there were only 28 confirmed casualties. While Sandinista military evacuations and Cuban aid limited fatalities, Marxist-based Sandinista policies discouraged the United States and its allies from donating aid, leaving communities with limited funds for reconstruction“    to
“Many lives were saved due to a pre-storm mobilization carried out by the Sandinista government and the local Civil Defense (Taylor, 2005). Due to these efforts, the death toll remained low, especially in Bluefields, where there were only 28 confirmed casualties. However, Sandinista policies discouraged the United States and its allies from donating aid, leaving communities with limited funds for reconstruction.”
4. PAR  linkages.       The    narrative    on    page    8   discusses    how   focal     aspects   of   the    study    connect    with    the    PAR.       But    the    focus    on    these    aspects    is    not    readily    apparent    in    the    remainder    of    the    article.       Need    to    identify    the    key    themes    early,    and    be    consistent    in    their    high    profile    throughout    the  lit    review,    methods,    and    findings.    
· We added these sentences throughout the results section making the direct link to the PAR model:
“In Bluefields, the city’s inaccessibility, unique cultural history and recent demographic changes resulting from an influx of Mestizo migrants underlie a basic distrust in the federal government. Political isolation, regional poverty and lack of access to resources influence existing power structures, which strongly contribute to the root causes of vulnerability in Blaikie and Wisner’s Pressure and Release (PAR) model.”
“The underlying cultural differences and distrust between long-time Costeño residents and Mestizo newcomers (see also Morris 2016) is a significant underlying factor, or a root cause in the PAR vernacular, of societal vulnerability in the event of a future hurricane.”
“Poverty and geographic isolation are primary root causes of vulnerability according to the PAR model, undermining the resources available to local government for prevention or mitigation of natural hazards.”
“The societal strain created by a rapid influx of culturally and linguistically distinct Mestizo migrants in the absence of local access to social services such as health care and education in the region result in pressures that, following the PAR model, will lead to local unsafe conditions.”
“The lack of infrastructure on Nicaragua’s Atlantic Coast is a clear example of the PAR model’s dynamic pressures, which render the root causes of isolation and lack of access to federal government funds into unsafe conditions, namely a lack of shelters in the case of a hurricane.”
And
“In Bluefields, Nicaragua, the local ‘unsafe conditions’ delineated in the PAR model are manifested in sprawling poor neighborhoods located in floodplains, populated by poor and more recent migrants will little to no experience with hurricanes. These neighborhoods are characterized by extreme poverty, rooted in insecure livelihoods, and manifested in poor housing materials and living conditions.”
5. •	Methods.       How    were   the    study    participants    selected?        What    is    the    relevance    of    the    host    family  for    this    project?    
Modified the text in the methods section to address these questions as follows:
· “The second author resided in Bluefields, Nicaragua for a six week period from late June to early August of 2008, living with a host family who were prominent members of the local Creole community.” and “In-depth interviews, facilitated by the host family, were critical to understand the underlying influences of vulnerability in Bluefields.”
6. Section  5.0:       Root    Causes    of    Vulnerability……      Is    this    background    info    or    the    result    of    interviews?        If    the    former    (which   it  appears    to   be),    why    is   it   appearing    after   the    methods    section?       The    first    obvious    example    of    field-­‐collected    data    comes    on    page    18.        Why    does    this    appear    so    long    after    the    methods    section?    
· An explanation of the sources used in the ‘findings’ sections is given at the bottom of the introduction in this sentence: “After explaining the methods used in this case study, it examines the root causes of Bluefields’ present-day vulnerability and the dynamic pressures that have led to unsafe conditions for the city’s most vulnerable residents—first through a historic account of the region’s economic, political, social and demographic shifts and then using interviews of long-term Bluefields residents to voice local concerns regarding local vulnerability to future hurricane events.”
· Also added this explanation to methods section: “In the results that follow, the article follows the structure of the PAR model (root causes, dynamic pressures and unsafe conditions) to explore themes raised from these interviews and participatory observation.”
· We also moved an interview quote from the ‘Unsafe Conditions‘ up to the end of the ‘Root Causes’ section
7. Findings.     The    interview    excerpts    appear    to    pertain    to    the    processes    of    migration,    livelihood    vulnerability,    and    direct    hazards    experience.        Organizing    these  into    subsections    would    make    for    easier    reading.  
· Added subsections that correspond to the PAR model shown in Figure 2. 
    
Reviewer 2:
Peer Review of Twenty Years after the Storm: Hurricane Vulnerability in Bluefields, Nicaragua
 
Although work to understand the drivers of social vulnerability is certainly not new within the hazards and disasters research literature, this manuscript is a case study application applied to a specific location making it timely and acceptable. The manuscript is well written, and I applaud the author for the six weeks of fieldwork. I think the manuscript will be a nice addition to the literature. However, I believe that the manuscript is not ready for publication without first undergoing a multitude of revisions.

INTRODUCTION

1) FIGURE 1: Some of the text within Figure 1 is too small, and when the figure is reproduced during publication, I fear that the text will be even smaller. As it stands, it is difficult to make out the names of the lakes and rivers, and when reproduced, it
may be difficult to read the names of the regions.
· Changes made.

2) FIGURE 1 Legend: It appears that the text in the legend of Figure 1 is composed of two different fonts. This should be changed for consistency.
· Changes made.

3) FIGURE 1: A north arrow would be helpful.
· I was told by the cartographer who made the map that the general practice is to leave the arrow off if it aligns with the vertical axis of the page since it is assumed that north is up (which this one does).
4) In paragraph 4 you refer to the work as using a “holistic approach”. I urge you to adjust the wording here. Reason being, the term “holistic” and the description “holistic approach” is often used in the risk assessment literature to denote a quantified assessment of physical risk (i.e. estimations of human and/or or economic loss, etc.) convoluted with a composite social vulnerability index or indices. See the
work of Omar D. Cardona, Lilianna Carreno, etc. It’s a nitpick, but it’s a very relevant one.
Removed the word “holistic”, replaced the previous sentence with this one: “This article contributes to understanding hurricane vulnerability through its multi-scalar, local, long-term perspective, which relatively few natural disaster studies have implemented to date (Flint and Luloff 2005).”

SECTION 2: HURRICANE VULNERABILITY ON NICARAGUA’s COAST

1) When you are referring to the category of a storm, you should capitalize it (i.e. Category 5). Done

2) In the last sentence of the first paragraph you state, “The center made nearly a direct hit to the city of Bluefields”. You should consider rephrasing this. Is it the storm’s track that went directly over Bluefields? Is it the center of the storm’s windfield that went directly over Bluefields? Some may refer to the storm’s eye as being its center, and this is an area of relatively calm winds.
Changed wording to “The storm’s track passed directly over the city of Bluefields”

SECTION 3: UNDERSTANDING VULNERABILITY

1) In the final sentence of paragraph 1 you state, “In addition to looking at socio- economic and demographic variables from a quantitative perspective….”. However, in the remainder of the manuscript you do not refer to this examination of socio- economic and demographic variables from a quantitative perspective at all. Please either showcase these results or delete this sentence from your manuscript. At the end of the day, it would improve the manuscript if there were some basic socio-economic and demographic statistics about the study area included. This could be in tabular form with a brief discussion. What is the age structure of the population? What is the average income? What is their employment status? What is the racial and ethnic structure? Etc.?
· Deleted this sentence: “In this case study, we implement a vulnerability assessment that is grounded in understanding the perspective of those who are potentially at risk.”
· Unfortunately this kind of socio-economic and demographic statistics are not available for Bluefields. We included some more general findings about the regional population from a recent World Bank report:
“According to a recent report, Nicaragua’s Atlantic region’s defining characteristics of inaccessibility, dispersed population, idiosyncratic cultural aspects, migratory phenomena, high percentage of illiteracy contribute to its extreme vulnerability (World Bank 2015). The report identified Nicaragua’s indigenous and African descendant populations as being among the most vulnerable populations in the country.”
2) FIGURE 2: The figure caption for Figure 2 is embedded into the figure. I’m guessing this needs to be text as it is with the others and not part of the figure.

3) FIGURE 2: Figure 2 is not purely theoretical at this point and seems to be highlighting results gained from the interviews. However, you are not even at the methods section yet. You may consider showing a “stripped down” version of the figure here to highlight the components of the PAR model, and then showing the figure with the bulleted results added in the results section. This may strengthen both sections.
· Added a second ‘stripped down’ version of the figure.

4) In the paragraphs following Figure 2 you begin to offer some results and insight from your interviews. This is out of place and should be removed. Again, this is not the results section and adding this text is premature.
Moved this sentence “Interviews with local community leaders indicated that rapid urbanization and a lack of infrastructure and development funds, linked to neoliberal structural adjustment reforms, are among the dynamic pressures currently propagating vulnerability in Bluefields.” to the results section




SECTION 4: METHODS

1) This study uses an ethnographic approach. It would be beneficial if you supply more information about the ethnographic approach by first defining what an ethnographic approach is and how the approach influenced the drafting of your interview questions, etc. What is the link to the ethnographic approach and your social vulnerability assessment?
We added a reference to an article on ethnography in geography, and added 2 sentences to the paragraph that refers to the ethnographic approach used in this study. The paragraph now reads as follows (the new sentences are in italics):
The most effective way to understand root causes of vulnerability to hurricanes at the community scale is through a case study of one specific area (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). This study uses an ethnographic approach for data collection, including participant observation and semi-structured in-depth interviews. Ethnographic studies aim to uncover processes and meaning, allowing us to make connections between structure, agency and geographic context (Herbert 2000). These methods allowed us to gather information about people’s perceptions and attitudes towards hurricanes, government, and the general state of vulnerability in the community. The second author resided in Bluefields, Nicaragua for a six week period from late June to early August of 2008. Immersion into the field site was imperative, because it allowed a personal understanding of the culture, traditions and practices of the participants, and enabled familiarity with participants’ daily lives and behaviors. This study draws on ethnographic insights drawn from asking residents direct questions about social vulnerability to hurricanes while observing actors’ behaviors and daily lives, thus combining agency with a broader structural and sociospatial context.

2) Again, you refer to a data collection process in the methods section, but you do not effectively report results from this process. Please highlight and/or showcase these results or delete the text.
Added this text to provide more information regarding how the themes used in the result section emerged from interviews:
The themes which emerged included the city’s political history and isolation, rapid urbanization, change in urban structure, migration and demographic change, the vulnerability of new migrants to the city, the structural or institutional influences on vulnerability, and the importance of previously having experienced a natural disaster. In the results that follow, the article follows the structure of the PAR model (root causes, dynamic pressures and unsafe conditions) to explore themes raised from these interviews and participatory observation.

3) It appears that the authors name will be included in the text in several places. This is not customary in academic journals, and I advise against it.
Changed this language to “the second author” and “the authors”

4) The manuscript offers absolutely nothing in terms of the interview questions that were asked. This is not helpful for the reader. My suggestion is to offer a few sample questions or all the questions if there are only a few. If the questions were derived using basic categories and subcategories it would be beneficial for you to disclose these.
Added much more detail on the specific questions asked in the interviews:
“Each interview began with the same questions about personal characteristics, occupations, and leadership roles held within the community.  This background information was useful as many interviewees had held multiple leadership roles at various times in their life. We modified the subsequent questions depending on the affiliation of each informant. For the interviews of two different NGOs (nongovernmental organizations) organizers and three clergy leaders, we asked the informants about the role and responsibilities of their organizations concerning various aspects (i.e. preparation, shelter, recovery, aid) of hurricane events. We asked the two historians about past hurricane experiences and how resilient the community proved to be at various times through history. The interviews with three political activists and local politicians focused on how they prepare and educate the community for natural disaster threats; likewise the two healthcare professionals were asked how the hospitals and other healthcare services might handle a major hurricane event.  We interviewed two emergency managers, and asked them about common and perceived problems they identify when disaster events impact the area.”

5) The manuscript mentions that the interviews were coded into themes. What are they? The latter, plus what I mentioned above, will help to improve the methods section of the manuscript, which I believe is the weakest section and the biggest area of opportunity to improve the manuscript. Please revise.
See response to Q2 above

SECTION 5: ROOT CAUSES OF VULNERABILITY

1) The section starts out by offering a multitude of results. However, it’s not clear to me whether these are the results from the interviews or from the author’s extensive knowledge of the study area. These connections need to be made early on. Moreover, no connection of the results to the PAR model is made. This would be helpful throughout the results section being that this was the theoretical model chosen to guide the work.
See response to R1 above, Q4 – also Q6

2) UNSAFE CONDITIONS PORTION: Here you begin to show quotes from interviewees, which is nice. Why do you not show quotes from interviewees in the previous two results subsections? This isn’t necessarily effective in terms of consistency. It would be helpful for you to offer quotes in the other subsections, and if page space/word counts are an issue, consider reducing the number of quotes in the last subsection to spread them evenly throughout.
· Added an additional quote to the ‘Dynamic Pressures’ section:
One emergency manager stressed the lack of funds available from the federal government to adequately prepare for a future hurricane:
Right now we are working on plans for shelters. We would like to make sure that there are safe places for people to go both here in Bluefields and on the Corn Islands. As of now there is no place for people of Corn Island to go and that could be a disaster if there is a hurricane. The biggest problem is our budget. We don’t have the money to build this and we don’t have money to pay people for labor costs. This is a big problem everywhere in Nicaragua. Because our budget is so small there is very little to be done (Captain Lewis, Nicaraguan Civil Defense, 7/12/08).
· Also moved a quote from the last to the first results subsection.
[bookmark: _GoBack]3) You begin to disclose names of interviewees in the final subsection. Have these names been changed to protect the anonymity of the interviewees? If this is the case, and I suspect it is, you should say so.
· Footnote added informing readers that all names are pseudonyms. 

4) UNSAFE CONDITIONS PORTIONS: The manuscript offers the reader this sentence, “The sprawl of poor neighborhoods in floodplains, poor housing structures, insecure livelihoods that limit the ability to acquire safe housing and lack of prior experience with hurricanes culminate in unsafe conditions; primarily for new migrants settling in improvised housing in flood-prone areas”. It would be very helpful if you could provide a map of the flood-prone areas or floodplain and highlight the locations of the urban boundaries, or mapped housing density, or mapped population density, or poverty, or some type of relevant attribute to give the reader some type of visual of the potential flood risk.
· I tried for many months to find a collaborator in Bluefields or Nicaragua who could provide me more specific demographic data or information regarding specific neighborhoods that could be mapped for exactly this purpose, but to no effect, and was unable to find this information through secondary sources on the internet, after a thorough search.

