Explanations of how reviews of Ms. GEOMOR-1744 were addressed


1st stage review comments
Responses to the comments of Editor Takashi Oguchi:

On the basis of the referees' reports (appended), the paper could be acceptable for publication in Geomorphology if some modifications are made. In rewriting your paper, please take special care to address each and every comment made by the referees. Failure to address comments, without an item-by-item explanation, will delay the processing of your manuscript.
· We considered the comments of the Editor and the two reviewers in revising our manuscript so as to make our paper worthy of publication in the Geomorphology journal.
Both reviewers said your paper needs to be shortened. Although the journal Geomorphology does not have a strict limit about paper length, please consider their comments and sharpen the draft. Both 19 figures + eight tables and >1000 lines of text are surely unusual.
· We considered the comments of the two reviewers to reduce the length of our paper.
· From initial 68 pages (1358 lines), we were able to condense the manuscript to 56 pages (1050 lines).
In the caption of Fig. 1, please add a general title of the whole figure before writing (a). In the caption of Fig. 4, (a) to (c) are not clearly explained.
· A general figure title is added to the caption of Fig. 1. [See page x of revised manuscript.]
· The caption of Fig. 4 is modified to explain clearly (a), (b) and (c). [See page x of revised manuscript.]
Please make sure that there is accordance between the references in the text and the list of references, and that the referencing style follows that currently in use in Geomorphology.

· We have checked in detail that all references cited in text are also cited in the reference list, and vice versa.
· We have checked that the referencing follows the style currently used in Geomorphology.
Responses to the comments of Reviewer#1 (Michel Jaboyedoff)
The paper is interesting, well written, and easy to read. The results are interesting and encouraging. However a closer look at the manuscript shows that it needs improvements, because it is too long. Although acceptable as far as its content is concerned, the paper must be reduced to at least one third in length to be fully convincing for the reader. As a consequence a 2nd review will be necessary.
· We considered comments of both reviewer#1 and reviewer#2 to shorten the manuscript from initial 68 pages (1358 lines) to revised 56 pages (1050 lines). So, we were not able to reduce the paper to at least one third in length, as suggested by reviewer#1. Hopefully, the ‘1/3’ reduction suggested by reviewer#1 is not a fast ‘rule that provides punishment if not observed’.
Because of the above request, I did not do a detailed review since it would have taken too long to make a proposition of reduction. However, I would make the following general suggestions:
· We thank you for your comments.
- It is quite confusing to find the methods in an appendix; it will be more suitable to have an overview directly in the text.
· We now describe overviews of the methods in the text rather than in an appendix. [See page x of the revised manuscript.]
- The used distance to MCT etc. lines 101 to 110 is quite complicated, and must be clarified by a figure, because it is used again further in the text and makes it difficult to understand.
· We clarified distances to the MCT with corresponding maps [see revised figure 3].
- In lines 206 to 213, the number of abbreviations is so high in the text that it is very difficult to follow. Either it should be simplified or give a table of abbreviations.
· We reduced the number of abbreviations in the text.
- The discussion has to be improved because is must be merged with sections "4.3 Synthesis of results" and "5.3. Model evaluation".
· We improved the discussion by citing links to earlier sections, such as those mentioned by the reviewer. [See page x of the revised manuscript.]
- In addition, the discussion must include a flow chart of the way to assess the link between faults and rockslides.
· We moved description of the methods of spatial associations from the appendix (in the original manuscript) into the text (in the revised manuscript), so we did not anymore create flowchart to illustrate the way to assess spatial association between faults/fractures and rockslides.
- I think that the following references may be added:
Wagner, A., Leite, E., and Olivier, R.: Rock and debris-slides risk mapping in Nepal - A user-friendly PC system for risk mapping, in: Landslides, Proceedings of the 5th International Symposium on Landslides, Lausanne, Switzerland, 10-15 July 1988, edited by Bonnard, C., A.A. Balkema, Rotterdam, 2, 1251-1258, 1988.

Roering, J.J., J.W. Kirchner, and W.E. Dietrich, (2005), Characterizing structural and lithologic controls on deep-seated landsliding: Implications for topographic relief and landscape evolution in the Oregon Coast Range, USA, Geological Society of America Bulletin, v. 117, p. 654-668.
Gokceoglu, C., Sonmez, H., and Ercanoglu, M.: Discontinuity controlled probabilistic slope failure risk maps of the Altindag (settlement) region in Turkey, Eng. Geol., 55, 277-296, 2000.
Jaboyedoff, M., Baillifard, F., Philippossian, F. & Rouiller, J.-D. (2004): Assessing the fracture occurrence using the "Weighted fracturing density": a step towards estimating rock instability hazard. NHESS. Vol 4, 83-93.
· We cited the suggested references at appropriate places in the revised manuscript. [See pages x of the revised manuscript.]
Responses to the general comments of Reviewer#2 (anonymous)
The aims of the paper are certainly of interest for the international geomorphological community. There are applied geomorphological implications which make the paper worth of publication on the journal Geomorphology, after moderate revisions that are suggested below.
· We thank you for your comments and we considered them so as to make our paper worthy of publication in the Geomorphology journal.
The comments essentially refer to the structure and organization of the manuscript. Its organization is clear and the symmetrical structure of the paper helps the reader in finding his way. Nevertheless, some parts of the contribution suffer from excessive length. I found some parts of the manuscript too much analytical and extended for a paper to be printed on an international journal. Not only they seem too much analytic, but also quite difficult to be read by those who are not currently using the methods applied or particularly interested in their outputs. The large number of acronyms, abbreviations and numbers used in the text make it quite hard to go through (e.g., sections 3.1, 3.2, 4.1, 4.2).
· From initial 68 pages (1358 lines), we were able to condense the manuscript to 56 pages (1050 lines).
· We reduced the number of abbreviations in the text.
In my opinion, the Authors should try to make an effort to make some sections thinner, leaving the more analytical parts to the Tables, if possible.
· We tried our best to tighten the description and discussion of results in order to reduce the length of the manuscript.
There is also some redundancy in the quotation of a series of papers along the text.

The list of references is precious, but an effort may be made deleting the papers whose content is already included in others. As for some Authors, a series of papers are quoted. Are all the references strictly necessary? Aren't there overlappings in their content? Please consider this issue.
· We reviewed again the references cited to determine overlap in content and then we removed references that are redundant with more seminal or earlier references. Whereas the initial manuscript cited 98 references, the revised manuscript now cites 78 references.
As for more specific annotations, please consider what follows.

1) LINE 38: Romana 1985. The date reported in the list of references is 1993. Please check.
· The correct year of publication of the paper in question is 1993, so the year of publication of the paper reported wrongly in the text is changed to 1993. [See page x of the revised manuscript.]

2) LINE 132: Shroder 1998 is not reported in the list of references. Please add reference or delete quotation.checked in detail whether all the references in the text are in the reference list and vica versa.
· Citation to Shroder (1998) in the specified line of the text is deleted. [See line x of the revised manuscript.]
· We have now checked in detail that all references cited in text are also cited in the reference list, and vice versa.
3) LINE 137: Varnes 1978 is not reported in the list of references. Please add reference (the quotation is necessary).
· Varnes (1978) is now cited in the reference list. [See line x of the revised manuscript.]
4) LINE 149: Kanungo et al. 2006, 2008 are both reported as 2006 in the list of references. Please check.
· Kanungo et al. (2008) is not anymore cited in the revised manuscript in order to remove redundancy in citation to the literature (as per earlier comment of reviewer #2)..
5) LINE 152: Do "workers" stand for "authors"? If so, the second term would be preferable.
· In the revised manuscript, ‘workers’ were replaced with ‘authors’. [See lines x, y and z of the revised manuscript.]
6) LINES 740-742: is the repetition of all references needed?
· The number of references cited for ‘Darjeeling district’ (lines 740 of initial manuscript, now lines y of revised manuscript) was reduced from four to two in order to remove redundancy in citation to the literature (as per earlier comment of reviewer #2).
· The references cited for ‘elsewhere’ (lines 741-742 of initial manuscript, now lines y-y of revised manuscript) are not repetitions of references cited for ‘Darjeeling district’, but we reduced the number of references for ‘elsewhere’ was reduced from seven (in the initial manuscript) to five (in the revised manuscript).
7) LINE 884: Good 1950 is not reported in the list of references. Please add reference or delete quotation.
· The citation is deleted in the text. [See page x of the revised manuscript.]
8) LINE 996-997: The paper is not quoted in the text. Either delete reference or quote the paper in the text.
· The questioned paper cited in the reference list was deleted because it is not actually cited in the text.

9) LINE 1047-1048: The paper is not quoted in the text. Either delete reference or quote the paper in the text.
· The questioned paper cited in the reference list was deleted because it is not actually cited in the text.

10) LINE 1062: Does 2006 stand for 2008?
· The cited paper in the specified line of the initial manuscript was deleted in order to remove redundancy in citation to the literature (as per earlier comment of reviewer #2).
11) LINE 1077: Year of publication is missing. According to the quotation in the text it should be 2005. Please check.
· The year (2005) of publication of the paper in question is given in the reference list. [See page x of revised manuscript.]
12) LINE 1098: Romana 1993 is reported as 1985 in the text. Please check.
· The correct year of publication of the paper in question is 1993, so the year of publication of the paper reported wrongly in the text is changed to 1993. [See page x of the revised manuscript.]
13) LINES 1104-1105: The paper is not quoted in the text. Either delete reference or quote the paper in the text.
· The questioned paper cited in the reference list was deleted because it is not actually cited in the text.

14) LINES 1137-1138: The paper is not quoted in the text. Either delete reference or quote the paper in the text.
· The questioned paper cited in the reference list was deleted because it is not actually cited in the text.
15) FIG. 2: Why the attribute "translational" is indicated only for shallow rockslides and not for deep-seated ones? Aren't they translational? If not, rotational? Or both? The same applies to the text where this is mentioned.
· In the initial manuscript, we failed to mention that the deep-seated rockslides are mainly translational and partly rotational. We have now rectified this (see page x of the revised manuscript).
16) FIG. 3: MCT should be better reported as extended in the caption. The same applies for the other captions.
· In Fig. 3, we kept MCT because it refers to the text in the figure, but we added in the caption the text ‘(Main Central Thrust; see Figs. 1 and 2)’ to explain what MCT means to refer earlier figures where MCT appears. [See page x of the revise manuscript.]
2nd stage review comments

Explanations of how reviews of Ms. GEOMOR-1744R1 were addressed

Responses to the comments of Editor Takashi Oguchi:

The paper you submitted to Geomorphology has now been refereed, and I am happy to

inform you that it is acceptable for publication, subject to a few minor modifications.

o We thank you and the referees for reviewing our paper to improve presentation of

materials in it.

I append the referee's reports. I also made some edits and suggestions for changes. Please see

the file I am going to send you. Please take into account the points raised by the referee and

me, and submit a final draft.

o We have modified the revised manuscript according to all your edits. I agree and followed

most of your suggestions for changes.

o We have considered the referee‟s report to improve presentation of materials in our paper.

Responses to the comments of Reviewer#1 (Michel Jaboyedoff)

The authors followed most of my requests and reduced significantly the length; I thank them

for the clear way to perform the review. Even if I am not always convinced by the obtained

results, I appreciate the novelty of this paper, which tries to applied structural methods to

landslides analysis. In that sense I believe a very important contribution to the scientific

landslide community because it opens new perspective. That is why this paper must be

published, because they are the first to do that. Nevertheless, I have a few comments that can

be addressed easily by the authors (see below), after these small modifications, the

manuscript will be ready for publication.

o We thank Dr. Michel Jaboyedoff for his appreciation of our paper and for his constructive

comments to improve the presentation of materials in our paper.

From lines 490 to 541, the text is quite difficult to follow. I think that a small figure including

a sketch explaining clearly what is what. That is quite easy to perform based on set theory

representation.

o By mentioning „set theory representation‟, we considered Dr. Jaboyedoff‟s to mean that

we should illustrate how evidential belief functions can be calculated to evaluate the

proposition of rockslide occurrence with given evidence.

o Accordingly, we created a new figure (see Fig. 13 of the modified manuscript) and cited

this figure at appropriate places in the text in question.

Figures 15 and 16 can be merged in a one-page figure.

o We have merged the figures in question into a page-figure (see Fig. 16 of the modified

manuscript).

In addition, in the grey scale figure for the print version is suitable, but if my memory is

good, the pdf version can be in color without additional cost, then I porpose than some figure

can be put in color in the pdf version, which will be an improvement..

o We have supplied figures in colour (see Figs. 4, 14 and 16 of the modified manuscript).

We indicated in the modified manuscript that the colour figures are “submitted for online

publication only as we cannot afford to pay for charges for their printing in hardcopy

publication. We submit the grey-scale figure for the latter purpose”.
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