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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (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 paper tackles a genuinely pressing issue. Forest fires are getting worse across the globe, and we desperately need better ways to predict and map risk. What I appreciate here is the authors' effort to combine satellite imagery from multiple sources with deep learning techniques. This kind of integrated approach is exactly what practitioners and researchers are looking for—moving beyond simple hazard indices toward something more sophisticated that captures spatial detail and temporal dynamics. If implemented correctly, this approach could be useful in both academic research and practical early-warning systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title conveys the point. "Remote Sensing and Deep Learning for Forest Fire Risk Mapping: A GI-Science Perspective" might have a more natural rhythm. However, this isn't a huge issue; the paper's main idea is still clear to the reader.


	

	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.


	There is a lot packed into this abstract.  The authors definitely aim to demonstrate the breadth of their paradigm, which I understand.  However, it ends up seeming a little weighty and detailed.  The framework makes reasonable, but I'd recommend shortening certain words and including a few concrete statistics from the outcomes.  As it stands, it reads like a project proposal rather than a report of what was completed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is fundamentally good to read, following best practices in remote sensing and wildfire modelling. The range of data sources is impressive, and the modeling approach seems to be technically sound. The most significant issue is that the Results section doesn't fully support the claims made in the Methods section. The methodology explains validation techniques- uncertainty quantification, spatial-block validation, ablation studies—but these don't appear in the results within what I expected to be. Bridging this gap would significantly strengthen the paper.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list covers the essential literature in wildfire science and remote sensing. I'd suggest adding a few more recent publications from 2022–2024, particularly those dealing with transformer architectures for Earth observation or deep learning in fire-risk modeling. But what's there now is good and reasonable.
	

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


	The writing is generally clear, though some sections get quite technical and could benefit from streamlining. There's noticeable repetition, especially when discussing background concepts and remote-sensing fundamentals. Some sentences run long and would read better if broken up. Nothing bad about it, but a revision for clarity would help.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· A workflow diagram or schematic would really help readers follow the multi-stage process 

· Some methodological choices need better justification—why these specific thresholds? Why this lead-time definition? 

· The paper presents an extensive toolkit, but a more focused presentation might highlight the key innovations more effectively 

· The discussion of operational implementation is useful, though it would be worth mentioning computational requirements and the practicality of scaling this to regional or national coverage
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No concerns.
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