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The authors present a modelling study on a landslide occurred in south India. Even
though the topic of the study is certainly suitable for the audience of Natural Hazards
and Earth System Sciences, the overall quality of the paper in my opinion does not
reach the journal standards and | think it should be rejected. Following, some broad
comments about the scientific soundness of the research.
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Broad comments

1. In the abstract “high-resolution DEM” are introduced. However, the subchapter 4.1
that should have described the quality, accuracy and error filtering of the multi-temporal
DEM data is extremely short and providing scarce information about data and data
handling. Moreover, | do have reserves about whether it is possible to define a 10 m
cell DEM *high resolution”, especially if the study area is not so large.

2. When speaking of multi-temporal DEM analysis | would have expected to find a
map describing the thickness of the deposit and source area that would help me to
compare the numerical model results with the actual phenomenon. In paragraph 4.2,
you describe the depletion zone as “1 m to 1.2 m thick”. Did you derived these values
from the 10 m cell in the multi-temporal DoD? Did you estimate the errors? Also, data
about the thickness of the deposit are missing.

3. | would have defined your landslide as a debris avalanche following the Hungr, O.
(2001). A review of the classification of landslides of the flow type classification.

4. the equation in line 151 refers to the Voellmy rheology without cohesion. Nev-
ertheless, your simulation considers cohesion and a very large one (100 kPa). The
recommended values in the RAMMS online repository are the following: Avalanche,
dry snow: 0 - 100 Pa; Avalanche, wet snow: 100 - 300 Pa; Debris Flow: 0 - 2000
Pa, so your selected values are two orders of magnitude larger than the higher limit
recommended. This should be at least discussed

5. The statement that “the angle of internal resistance .. can be determined in labora-
tory” should be also discussed. This concept in fact conflicts with large literature that
describes the difficulties of “scaling down” in laboratory the mechanics of an actual
landslide. This has been expressed for example by Iverson, R. M. (1997). The physics
of debris flows. Reviews of Geophysics, 35(3), 245, or by the number of large-scales
experiments that are carried out by our colleagues all over the world or the necessity
of back-analysis. This is therefore a matter that should be addressed and it could also
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help expand the too short discussion

6. Do you think that your semi-consolidated samples of material tested in a shear test
apparatus are representative of the loose material that collapsed during the event?
How large is the fine fraction in your samples? Did you perform soil grading tests? The
cohesion (around 100 kPa) is very large for a recent debris avalanche deposit and it
is between what | would expect for a highly consolidated clay mixture or a weak rock
mass.

Specific comments - The scale of figure 2 is too large and not of much use in the overall
economy of the paper
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