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The paper suggests an interesting approach for very high-resolution operational mod-
elling for coastal systems with a broad range of applications, from shore protection to
harbour design and management. The manuscript is properly organized and the work
performed is very well described, to the advantage of the paper readability. Neverthe-
less, in order to fully exploit the paper potential, I suggest a minor revision aiming at
consolidating a few points listed in the following. Also, as a non-native English speaker I
could find some imprecisions suggesting that, although the paper is overall well written,
a thorough check on the language is necessary.
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One of the main points of the work lies in the comparison between MIKE21 and
TELEMAC results, but there seems not to be a suitable observational background for
evaluating the quality of the results and identifying which model actually provides better
performances. I encourage either to discuss this point or to introduce some observa-
tional data in the analysis.

A slightly broader description of the differences between parameterisations in MIKE-
SW and TOMAWAC, although they may be very small, would in my opinion significantly
increase the insight on the physical implications of the differences between the model
results.

If I properly understood, no atmospheric forcing is prescribed in the simulations per-
formed. This choice should be justified, or at least corroborated by a sensitivity analysis
exploring the impact on the results of including some (possibly idealized) atmospheric
forcings (basically wind stress) in the simulation.

P3L8: Here and throughout the whole manuscript the authors refer to the domain sec-
tions on which the comparison is performed as “trajectories”. This can sound some-
what misleading, as it might suggest that something is moving along those directions
(suggesting in a way the idea of wave rays), therefore I would rather refer to “transects”
or “lines”.

P4L3: “breaking”

P5L13-16: I am not sure that showing the structure of the output file is necessary, and
it is not clear to me what the files are actually bridging: are they not themselves a part
of the dataset thet they are supposed to be linking to the coarser-resolution operational
models?

P6L28: I suggest something like “posed by the inclusion of diffraction”

P6L29-31: again, the absence of a comparison against observed data can pose some
serious limitations to the assessment of the model performances in this condition.
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Please discuss.

P9L4: “MIKE”

Interactive comment on Nat. Hazards Earth Syst. Sci. Discuss., doi:10.5194/nhess-2016-63,
2016.
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