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Anonymous Referee #2 

First of all, we thank to Referee #2 comments on our paper posted for discussion on December 5, 
2018. We regard the comments with high appreciation and attempt to include them in our revised 
manuscript.  The following sections are our responses to the comments. 

COMMENT 1: 
For the earthquake scenarios, two magnitudes Mw 8.5 and Mw 9.15 are chosen. More justification is 
required to explain how the fault parameters (e.g. focal depth, dip and slip angle and slip value) are 
decided. For example, providing some evidences for the fault geometry.  
 
RESPONSE 1: 
Koshimura et al. (2009) proposed fault parameters for the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami case. The fault 
was divided into 6 segments where accumulative energy is similar to total energy generated by the 
fault. The following table shows the details of the fault proposed by Koshimura et al. (2009). 
 

Segment H (km) L (km) W (km) Strike 
(o) 

Dip 
(o) 

Slip 
(o) 

Dislocation 
(m) 

1 10 200 150 323 15 90 14 
2 10 125 150 335 15 90 12.6 
3 10 180 150 340 15 90 15.1 
4 10 145 150 340 15 90 7.0 
5 10 125 150 345 15 90 7.0 
6 10 380 150 7 15 90 7.0 

 
Detail of the location of the segments can be seen in the following figure. 

 
Figure 1. Location of the six segments of the faults proposed by Koshimura et al. (2009). 

 
The result of this multi-fault has been validated at the onshore area of Banda Aceh using measured 
flow-depths and flow-heigths. More complete explanation of this can be seen in Koshimura et al. 
(2009). We decide not to include the table and the figure to allow readers to read a more complete and 
rigour studies done by Koshimura et al. as briefly explained here.  
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Fig. 2. Inferred fault geometries of the 2004 Sumatra–Andaman earthquake.

the southern three subfaults (fault 1–3), and the vertical displacement field revealed
by satellite radar imagery [Tobita et al., 2006] and field measurement [Rajendran et
al., 2007] for the entire displacement field (fault 1–6). Table 1 indicates the resultant
fault parameters of 6 subfaults, determined with the constraints described above.

Jason–1 is a mission satellite launched by National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA, United States) and Centre National d ’Etudes Spatiales
(CNES, France) and have captured the sea surface of traveling tsunami along the
track approximately two hours after the earthquake. As Gower [2007] reported, this
became the first example for satellite remote sensing to detect the traveling tsunamis
in mid–ocean. Figure 3 shows the track of Jason–1 (track 109) on 26 December 2004
and the tsunami height along the track which was extracted by Hayashi [2007] to
remove the effect of tide and wind waves. Also, in the figure, the snapshot of mod-
eled tsunami at 2 hours after the earthquake is shown for the explanation of how
Jason–1 captured the sea surface profile of traveling tsunami. We can see, from the
figure, Jason–1 clearly detected the sea surface of tsunami front propagating south-
ward from 3◦S to 5◦S in latitude, which is critical to determine the southern part
of tsunami source model.



For 8.5 Mw, we follow suggestions made by Horspool et al. (2014 ).  
We based our simulations on the parameters with strike of 329o, dip 8.0 o, slip 110o, and depth of 10 
km. The 8.5 Mw simulation use single fault scenario where the location of the fault has been moved 
along the fault lines to obtain maximum impacts on Banda Aceh coast. We agree with the referee to 
add the explanation of the 8.5 Mw simulation fault scenario in or revised manuscript. Please see 
section 3.3 Earthquake scenarios in revised manuscript. 
 
COMMENT 2: 
Figure 10 and Figure 11, caption, correct to “. . .with BORR (right)”  
 
RESPONSE 2: 
Thank you for the detail correction. We will revise the caption on Figure 10 and Figure 11 ..... 
“without BORR (right)” with “with BORR (right)” 
 
COMMENT 3: 
Table 1. In COMCOT, the Manning roughness coefficients will not function when the SWE type is 
“Linear”, so the second last column should be set to “None” when the SWE type is “linear” 
 

RESPONSE 3: 
Thank you, we will replace Manning Roughness Coefficients “0.02” to  “None” as suggested. The 
revised table can be seen as follows (Table 1). 
 

Layer Latitude Longitude Number 
of Grid Ratio Grid size 

(m) 

Time 
Step 
(sec.) 

Manning 
Roughness 

Coefficients 
SWE type 

1 
0.1 88.1 

1772 1 1856 0.2 None Linear 
14.93 102.8 

2 
3 91 

1920 2 928 0.1 None Linear 10 100 

3 
4.08 92.05 

3899 3 309.33 0.03 None Linear  
8.98 97.98 

4 
5.2708 94.51 

3137 3 103.11 0.011 None Linear 6.695 95.99 

5 
5.5 95.14 

1426 3 34.37 0.004 None Linear 
5.69 95.39 

6 5.515 95.235 2362 3 11.5 0.001 
Varied 

Coefficients 
(see Table 3) 

Nonlinear 

 

 


