
Nat. Hazards Earth Syst. Sci. Discuss., 1, C2038–C2039, 2013
www.nat-hazards-earth-syst-sci-discuss.net/1/C2038/2013/
© Author(s) 2013. This work is distributed under
the Creative Commons Attribute 3.0 License.

EGU Journal Logos (RGB)

Advances in 
Geosciences

O
pen A

ccess

Natural Hazards 
and Earth System 

Sciences

O
pen A

ccess

Annales  
Geophysicae

O
pen A

ccess

Nonlinear Processes 
in Geophysics

O
pen A

ccess

Atmospheric 
Chemistry

and Physics

O
pen A

ccess

Atmospheric 
Chemistry

and Physics

O
pen A

ccess

Discussions

Atmospheric 
Measurement

Techniques

O
pen A

ccess

Atmospheric 
Measurement

Techniques
O

pen A
ccess

Discussions

Biogeosciences

O
pen A

ccess

O
pen A

ccess

Biogeosciences
Discussions

Climate 
of the Past

O
pen A

ccess

O
pen A

ccess

Climate 
of the Past

Discussions

Earth System 
Dynamics

O
pen A

ccess

O
pen A

ccess

Earth System 
Dynamics

Discussions

Geoscientific
Instrumentation 

Methods and
Data Systems

O
pen A

ccess

Geoscientific
Instrumentation 

Methods and
Data Systems

O
pen A

ccess

Discussions

Geoscientific
Model Development

O
pen A

ccess

O
pen A

ccess

Geoscientific
Model Development

Discussions

Hydrology and 
Earth System

Sciences

O
pen A

ccess

Hydrology and 
Earth System

Sciences

O
pen A

ccess

Discussions

Ocean Science

O
pen A

ccess

O
pen A

ccess

Ocean Science
Discussions

Solid Earth

O
pen A

ccess

O
pen A

ccess

Solid Earth
Discussions

The Cryosphere

O
pen A

ccess

O
pen A

ccess

The Cryosphere
Discussions

Natural Hazards 
and Earth System 

Sciences

O
pen A

ccess

Discussions

Interactive comment on “A new approach to flood
loss estimation and vulnerability assessment for
historic buildings in England” by V. Stephenson
and D. D’Ayala

Anonymous Referee #1

Received and published: 11 December 2013

First of all, I think this was a very interesting article to read. As everyone in the flood
research community knows, a lot of the loss assessments are still in need of further
development. Therefore, I think that the topic of addressing the vulnerability of historical
buildings, which can be found in almost every city throughout Europe (or the world), is
important. However, I would like to make a few critical remarks:

- The research is very much focused on the UK. It would be valuable if the authors
would elaborate a bit more about the applicability of the proposed technique outside
the UK. Is the data the authors use very specific for the UK or is it general data which
is widely available?
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- This also brings me to my next point. A number of times, terms are being used
that are somewhat unclear for people outside the UK. An example is the term ‘Grade’.
The authors use the term a couple of times, but it is not clearly explained what these
‘Grades’ actually mean? It would be valuable to add a sentence or two to explain it. Or
another example: what does m.a.m.s.l mean?

- Another point of discussion is the scaling of the parameter. The range of the attributes
for each parameter is now between 3 and 5. This scaling between 3 and 5 feels rather
arbitrary. I believe the methodology would improve if a more detailed explanation is
added about the ideas and methods behind the range of 3 and 5. Most of the results
are based on the range of these attributes. Why is the range, for instance, not between
1 and 5 or 1 and 3?

- In chapter 4, the authors talk about the flood risk of a specific area. It is somewhat
unclear if they mean flood risk (probability*consequences) or flood hazard. I would like
to address that it is important that the authors make sure that, throughout the article,
they use the correct terms regarding flood risk, flood vulnerability, flood hazard and
flood exposure.

- I was wondering why the authors chose for a log-normal distribution of the functions.
Is this the best option? Was log-normal the best fit for the data? What is the uncertainty
in using this distribution?
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