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Both reviewers highlighted the relevance and timeliness of the research for contributing to management planning in the Wildfire
Crisis Strategy landscapes. Neither reviewer expressed any concerns regarding the study methods or interpretation of results.
Most comments were minor and sought to clarify the methods and connections to related fuels management planning tools
and research. One of these changes included expanding the justification for the three scenarios mechanical constraint
scenarios evaluated. Additionally, the discussion of how this work relates to unplanned ignitions and decision support tools for
how managers can incorporate these constraints in fuel treatment planning were expanded. Finally, the reviewers pointed out a
few minor editorial corrections to help with the papers readability.
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