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We feel very grateful to the reviewer who has given us the valuable suggestions and comments for 

our paper. We have revised our manuscript accordingly. 

Huayong Chen 

 

Responses to the reviewer’ comments: 

Comments of Anonymous Referee #2: Author’s Reply 

1. In the experiments, the size of the model is 

much smaller than in the reality, which leads to 

much smaller stress in the debris flow and 

check dam. How would the results change for 

large scaled models? Please add some discus-

sions. 

Thanks very much for the reviewer’s com-

ment. Some discussions were added in the 

revised manuscript (in lines 203-205, page 

10;212-213, page 11). 

2. Page 8 line 151 The mean value of the energy 

dissipation rate demonstrated a good, positive 

correlation between the energy dissipation 

rate and the lateral contraction ratio. Do you 

mean: The mean value of the energy dissipa-

tion rate demonstrated a good positive corre-

lation with the lateral contraction ratio? 

The wrong sentence has been revised as” The 

mean value of the energy dissipation rate 

demonstrated a good positive correlation with 

the lateral contraction ratio”(in line 157, Page 

8). 

3. Page 9 line 178 The absolute error was smaller 

than 15.0% in most cases, as shown in Figure 

11 . What means in most cases, how many 

percent? 

The exact value was given in the revised 

manuscript (in line183, page 9) . 

 


