Dear reviewer, I sincerely thank you for your invaluable comments. I benefitted from them to improve the paper according to your constructive comments. I edited the manuscript according to your comments and highlighted the changes for your kind review. I have also provided responses to your comments in the table below.
	Comments
	Responses

	(1) The concept of MRT should be explained better. In L41-43 stands “Mean Radiant
Temperature (MRT), which is the temperature difference and the radiant net exchange
between the object and the surrounding environment,…” it is very confusing. MRT is
interpreted as the thermal effect of radiation fluxes on human bodies. The text of L272-275
“By considering the geometry of the urban environment, including building heights,
orientations, and surface characteristics, the model estimates the radiant exchange between different surfaces and the human body.” could be adapted here (and should be removed
from its present place).
	We fixed this according to your comment. Here is the new edition of the text: In the literature, Mean Radiant Temperature (MRT) is identified as the main indicator of the harmful heat stress condition on human body (Thorsson et al. 2014; Mayer and Höppe 1987). MRT measures the combined effect of all radiant heat energy sourced by the objects and surrounding surfaces of a given body. It takes into account the temperature of the surrounding objects (warmer surfaces emit higher radiation according to the Stefan-Boltzmann Law), their emissivity (how efficiently they radiate energy compared to a perfect blackbody), and their geometric arrangement where objects that are closer and have a more direct orientation have a bigger impact) (Thorsson et al. 2014). By considering the geometry of the urban environments, including building heights, orientations, and surface characteristics, MRT is estimated as the radiant exchange between different surfaces and the human body.

	(2) The first two equations are wrong. In the presented form they say that at the moment of
sunrise or sunset (Θ = 0) the global horizontal radiation flux is the double of the irradiation
at the outer threshold of the atmosphere on a perpendicular surface. I suggest omitting these
two equations, and the other equations should be renumbered.
	Thank you for the informative comment. We omitted those two equations as suggested.

	(3) You should clarify that all of Eqs. (3…9) (I always refer to the present Eq. numbering) are for one specific direction (i) of radiation fluxes. It would be nice to include a figure illustrating the 6 directions of radiation flux.
	Thank you for this helpful comment. We fixed the issue by providing more clarity throughout the text including this phrase: for each specific surface i considering there are 6 surfaces surrounding the human body (i=1-6). 
There was also a figure added according to your suggestion regarding adding a figure illustrating the 6 directions of radiation flux.

	(4) Eqs. (6) and (7): L_in and L_out would be better than L↓ and L↑, since 4 of the 6 surfaces are vertical.
	This was also fixed and highlighted in the text.

	(5) Eq. (9) Please, be careful with the sign of LW: If Eq. (8) is L_in – L_out, then the sign will be positive.
	Noted!

	(6) Eq. 10: If the previous equations are defined for one specific i, then Fi should be omitted
	We appreciate this helpful comment. This was omitted as suggested.

	(7) Eq. 11: This gives the MRT in °K unit. To obtain it in °C, T0 (273.15°) should be added.
	This was fixed by mentioning that the unit is in Kelvin: Calculation of MRT in Kelvin

	(8) L99 and L278-279: You write about humidity and wind speed data, but you do not use them. I suggest omitting the irrelevant pieces of info.
	We fixed this by omitting ‘humidity’ and ‘wind speed’ in the text.

	(9) L100: human exposure parameters are not site specific, so that it should not be item 4 of the six items (all the other factors are site specific).
	We fixed this by omitting this from all the other factors.

	(10) L123: Kappa coefficient should be defined.
	We fixed this by providing explanation: The result of this assessment proved a good level of agreement, with the Kappa coefficient being equal to 0.75.


	Minor changes
	Minor changes were made and highlighted according to your comments.



