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The paper describes the impact of the hurricane Sandy in the Caribbean and the US
using a multi-disciplinar approach. The paper is interesting, well written, and its subject
fits the requirements of NHESS. However, the authors should highlight better the utility
of considering the impact of the storm immediately after its occurrence (few days). Why
do not expect a longer time, when more data are available and the estimated losses are
more reliable ? I suggest to stress the importance of this topic both in the introduction
and in the conclusion.

Moreover: Page 16, Line 18: (Daniell et al., 2011) should be Daniell et al. (2011). A
dot is missing after (Daniell, 2012) in page 19 line 7.
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