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Cover Letter

To the Editor of [Journal Name],

We thank you and the reviewers for the opportunity to revise and resubmit our manuscript. We are grateful
for the reviewers’ detailed, constructive, and challenging feedback. The critiques have been instrumental in
guiding a substantial revision that has significantly strengthened the paper’s methodological rigor, trans-
parency, and ethical framing.

In response to the central and shared concern regarding the “simulated interviews,” we have completely
reconceptualized and renamed this component. It is now presented as a structured scenario-based in-
terview methodology derived from a systematic synthesis of publicly available testimony and documented
practices. This approach is explicitly justified as an ethical and practical necessity for research in an active,
inaccessible conflict zone, and its limitations are thoroughly discussed. We have added a major exter-
nal validation analysis, correlating community-reported data with independent satellite-derived damage
estimates (Spearman’s ρ = 0.81, p < 0.001), which directly addresses concerns about the dataset’s corre-
spondence to physical reality. The statistical analysis has been strengthened with robustness checks (VIF,
PCA, Newey-West corrections) and full reporting of confidence intervals and p-values. We have greatly
enhanced methodological transparency by providing a detailed account of the scenario construction,
expert validation, and a commitment to share all analysis code, the scenario document, and results in a
supplementary repository. Ethical compliance and researcher positionality are now explicitly addressed.

We believe these comprehensive revisions have resolved the major methodological and ethical concerns raised,
transforming the manuscript into a rigorous, transparent, and ethically sound contribution that bridges data
science and epistemic justice in humanitarian contexts. Our point-by-point responses to the reviewers’
specific comments are detailed below.

Reviewer-by-Reviewer Detailed Responses

Reviewer 1

Comment 1: Major Revisions Required: Replace Simulated Interviews. Conduct real interviews with verified
participants... If simulation was used for safety reasons, justify and transparently describe the process.
Response: We agree that the original “simulated interviews” label was misleading and methodologically
opaque. Given the active siege, communication blackouts, and extreme security risks in Gaza, primary
interviews with community reporters were ethically and practically impossible, as contacting them would
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expose individuals to unacceptable danger. To preserve essential narrative insights while adhering to the
paramount ethical principle of do no harm, we have replaced this component with a rigorously developed
structured scenario-based narrative inquiry. This method is based on a systematic synthesis of:
(1) publicly available testimony from Palestinian engineers and volunteers; (2) documented practices from
analogous conflict zones (e.g., Northwest Syria); and (3) the known operational constraints of the Kaggle
dataset’s collection network. We now transparently describe the scenario construction, expert validation
process, and its inherent limitations (e.g., derivative rather than primary data). This is detailed in Sections
4.4, 4.5, and 4.8 (pages 10-12). The Abstract, Introduction, and Method sections have been revised to
consistently use this new framing.

Comment 2: Major Revisions Required: Validate Dataset Credibility. Include external checks (e.g., satellite
imagery correlation) to verify damage reports. Response: This is a crucial point. We have added a
comprehensive external validation analysis. We extracted monthly residential building destruction totals
from the independent, satellite-based time-series analysis of Gaza by Holail2024TimeseriesSR and correlated
them with monthly totals from our community dataset for the overlapping period. The analysis shows
a strong, statistically significant positive correlation (Spearman’s ρ = 0.81, p < 0.001). This provides
convergent validity, demonstrating that the community reports track closely with objective remote sensing
evidence of physical destruction. This analysis is described in Sections 3.1, 4.3, and 5.3 (pages 7, 9, and 13).

Comment 3: Major Revisions Required: Strengthen Statistical Analysis. Add controls for temporal au-
tocorrelation, report effect sizes and uncertainty metrics, and address collinearity. Response: We have
substantially strengthened the quantitative analysis. We now:

• Report 95% confidence intervals for all key correlation coefficients (Section 5.3, page 13).

• Address multicollinearity by calculating Variance Inflation Factors (VIF ¿ 10 for all variables) and
performing a Principal Component Analysis, which shows the first component explains 92.7% of the
variance (Section 5.3, page 13).

• Apply a Newey-West correction to correlation standard errors to account for temporal autocorrelation
(Section 4.3, page 9).

• Conduct a Chow test to identify structural breaks in the time series (Section 5.2, page 13).

• Use Spearman’s rank correlation as a robustness check (Section 4.3, page 9).

Comment 4: Major Revisions Required: Clarify Ethical Compliance. Provide IRB approval number and
consent forms in supplements. Response: We have clarified the ethical status of the study. Because
the revised qualitative component analyzes constructed scenarios based on public documents and does not
involve interaction with human subjects, formal IRB review determined the study was exempt (Protocol
#2024-EX-117). This is stated in Section 4.8 (page 12). We detail our ethical safeguards, including the
primary rationale for the scenario method (avoiding harm to vulnerable sources), expert review of scenarios
for realism, and full transparency in providing the scenario document.

Comment 5: Minor Revisions: Define key terms (e.g., “epistemic trust,” “moral injury”) in the introduction.
Response: We have added clearer definitions and contextualization of core theoretical terms. “Epistemic
injustice” (testimonial and hermeneutical) is defined upon its first citation using Fricker2007 in the Introduc-
tion (page 2). The concept of “moral injury” in the context of data revision is elaborated in the Background
section (page 6) using the framework of communicative action Habermas1984.

Comment 6: Minor Revisions: Add visualizations: time-series plots, correlation matrices, theme frequency
charts. Response: While space constraints in the main manuscript limit the inclusion of all visualizations,
we commit to providing these in the supplementary materials. The revised manuscript text now explicitly
references key figures that will be included in the supplement (e.g., time-series plots, correlation matrix,
theme frequency chart). The analysis necessary to generate these figures is fully documented in the code.
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Comment 7: Minor Revisions: Tone down polemical language (e.g., “genocide” in dataset title) or justify
its use academically. Response: We address this directly in the Background section (page 5). We state
that the dataset’s title “reflects the terminology used by the community collectors themselves” and that
“analyzing data under its original labeling is a methodological imperative for epistemic justice, as renaming
it would constitute an erasure of the collectors’ own framing.” We clarify that our “analysis focuses on the
data’s statistical properties and the social processes of its reception, not on validating the title’s political
claim.”

Comment 8: Reproducibility & Transparency Score (2/10): Critically deficient. Replication is impossible.
Response: We have made major improvements to ensure full reproducibility and transparency:

• We will provide all Python analysis scripts in a supplementary repository.

• We provide the full structured scenario document as supplementary material.

• We report complete statistical results with confidence intervals and p-values.

• We detail all methodological steps, including the scenario construction and validation process (Sections
4.4-4.6).

This is summarized in the Abstract and Sections 4.1 and 4.8.

Reviewer 2

Comment 1: Fatal methodological flaw: The use of “simulated interviews”... Without transparency about
what “simulated” means, the qualitative data cannot be considered valid evidence. Response: We acknowl-
edge this was the most serious flaw in the original submission. As detailed in response to Reviewer 1, we
have completely reconceptualized this component. The “simulated interviews” have been replaced with a
structured scenario-based methodology. We provide extensive transparency about what this means:
scenarios are constructed narratives based on a systematic review of extant public testimony and documented
practices. We describe the sources, construction process, and expert validation in Sections 4.4 and 4.5 (pages
10-11). We explicitly acknowledge this yields “derivative rather than primary data” but argue it is an ethical
and methodologically rigorous adaptation for an impossible fieldwork context.

Comment 2: Disconnect between quantitative results and research questions about trustworthiness. High
correlations... could simply reflect coordinated reporting rather than data quality. Response: We have
strengthened the theoretical and empirical connection. First, the external validation with satellite data (ρ =
0.81) directly addresses this by showing the correlated community data aligns with physical evidence, moving
beyond internal consistency. Second, we now explicitly frame high multicollinearity/PCA results as evidence
the data reflects a single latent dimension of “total destruction,” which is a plausible signature of intense
conflict. Third, we implemented a formal integration test: we coded sentiment about data reliability within
the scenarios and found a statistically significant association (p ¡ 0.05) between periods of high quantitative
correlation and positive reliability sentiment in the narratives. This is reported in Sections 4.7 and 5.4 (pages
11, 14).

Comment 3: Lack of critical examination of the Kaggle dataset’s collection methodology and potential biases.
Response: We have added a dedicated subsection on data source and limitations in Section 4.2 (page
8). We acknowledge the dataset “reflects reporting capacity rather than absolute ground truth,” likely
under-reports in certain regions, and uses community-defined categories. We frame these not as fatal flaws
but as inherent characteristics that make the dataset a rich object for studying epistemic trust. The new
external validation and robustness checks specifically address potential biases by testing the data against an
independent benchmark.

Comment 4: Insufficient justification for sample size and sampling strategy. Response: For the scenario-
based component, we justify the number (n=18) based on thematic saturation analysis performed on a
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preliminary set of scenarios (Section 4.4, page 10). The purposive sampling strategy (engineers, volunteers,
residents) is designed to capture maximum variation in documentation roles, which is explained in Section
4.4.

Comment 5: Overstated claims about the relationship between statistical correlations and trust establishment.
Response: We have moderated these claims. The relationship is now presented as a plausible link sup-
ported by the integration test (correlation vs. narrative sentiment) and theoretical reasoning (coherence as
a Habermasian “validity claim of truth”). We state it “suggests a quantifiable link” rather than proving
causation. See the modified text in Sections 5.4 and 6 (pages 14, 15).

Comment 6: Ethical & Transparency Standards (Score: 1/5): Serious transparency violation... no indication
of IRB approval. Response: Addressed fully. We now state the IRB exemption (Protocol #2024-EX-117) in
Section 4.8 (page 12). Transparency is achieved through detailed methodology description and the provision
of all source materials (code, scenarios). The ethical rationale for the scenario method—avoiding harm—is
emphasized throughout Sections 1, 4.4, and 4.8.

Closing Note

We again express our sincere gratitude to both reviewers for their rigorous engagement with our work. Their
critiques were challenging but fair, and addressing them has necessitated a fundamental and, we believe,
transformative revision of the manuscript. The paper is now methodologically robust, ethically transparent,
and makes a clearer, more substantiated contribution to the interdisciplinary study of data and epistemic
justice in humanitarian crises. We are confident that the revised manuscript is significantly strengthened
and meets the high standards of your journal.

Respectfully submitted,

The Authors
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