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	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.


	The manuscript presents a thorough, technically sound, and timely review of artificial intelligence–based methods for flood severity measurement, with a strong and clearly articulated focus on the gap between benchmark performance and real-world deployment. The topic is highly relevant given the increasing frequency of flood events under climate change and the growing reliance on AI for disaster management. The manuscript demonstrates deep engagement with recent literature (2019–2025), integrates hydrological principles with AI theory, and provides a structured diagnostic framework that goes beyond a conventional narrative review.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and scientifically appropriate, but it can be refined depending on the journal’s emphasis.

Evaluation of the current title:

The Robustness Gap in AI-Driven Flood Severity Measurement
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and well aligned with the manuscript’s objectives. It clearly identifies the problem context (increasing flood risk), the methodological focus (AI and deep learning), the scope (systematic review of studies from 2019–2024), and the core contribution (the robustness gap between benchmark performance and real-world deployment). It successfully conveys why the topic matters and what the review attempts to address.

That said, the abstract can be further strengthened with a few targeted refinements rather than major restructuring.

Suggested Additions

1. Clarify the nature of the contribution

· The abstract states that the review “assesses the state of the art” and “presents a vision,” but it could more explicitly state what the reader gains from this review.

· Suggested addition: one sentence highlighting that the paper proposes a diagnostic or conceptual framework to analyze robustness failures across data, models, and environmental conditions.

2. Emphasize practical relevance

· While the abstract mentions disaster management, it could more clearly connect robustness issues to operational decision-making (e.g., emergency response, resource allocation).

· Suggested addition: a brief statement on how robustness-aware AI can improve real-world flood response or risk management.

3. Make findings slightly more concrete

· The abstract mentions performance degradation under real-world conditions but remains general.

· Suggested addition: a short phrase indicating where or why degradation is most pronounced (e.g., unseen environments, sensor noise, urban complexity).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. Hydrological formulations, AI model descriptions, and performance limitations are accurately represented. Claims are generally well supported by references, and speculative statements are appropriately framed as future directions rather than established results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive, high quality, and very recent, with strong representation from top journals in remote sensing, hydrology, and AI. Foundational older works are used appropriately, and recent advances dominate the discussion.
	

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


	Yes
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