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The writer has some concern about this paper. It seems a numerical exercise, the
application of a numerical code. A question arise: which is the novelty of this numerical
code when compared with other SPH numerical codes? Moreover, this code does
not simulate the bed-entrainment as that of Cuomo et al. (2016). There also other
deficiencies: what about the pre-event bathymetry? What about the Digital Elevation
Model? Model results depends also on the data (LiDAR or photogrammetric points)
by which the Digital Elevation Model is built (LiDAR, photogrammetry, see Degetto et
al. 2015), the interpolation technique (Boreggio et al., 2018) and grid size (Stolz and
Huggel (2008)). Information about the development of the phenomenon and post-event
bathymetry are introduced without any explanations:

1) Who estimated the peak and average velocity of this rapid landslide? Which sensor
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was used for measuring them? Moreover, the peak and the average values of the
velocity, 100 m/s and 40 m/s respectively, seem physically not acceptable. 2) . How
the post-event topography was measured?

Moreover, the reliability of a model depends on the its capability of reproducing the
observed deposition pattern. The authors should compare the observed and simulated
deposition depths not only the deposition area (Gregoretti et al., 2019).

Finally, some other general comments: it is strange that no erosion was observed along
the flow path and that this rapid-landslide did not transform into a (muddy?) debris flow?

Other specific comments are as follows:

Lines 17-18 “This approach can provide a new way to predict hazardous areas and
estimate the hazard intensity of rapid landslides.” This sentence is misleading: models
are used to simulate scenarios and building hazard map. Therefore, where is the
novelty of this approach?

Line 216 “The simulated runout distance is about 8,500 m, which can also match the
measured result very well” This sentence is useless when observed and simulate
deposition pattern are compared (see figure 16) The word “accumulation” is not appro-
priate: use the term deposition
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