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The paper presents a quite simple, but practical and original approach for assigning
a generic style-of-faulting and likely nodal planes in seismogenic zones defined for
PSHA. These are important parameters, particularly for the proper selection of the
ground motion prediction equations to be used in the calculations as wells as for the
calculation of the distance to the source.

I believe this research merits to be published in NHESS but it really needs a thoroughly
revision as in its present state it seems more like a draft rather than a carefully submit-
ted manuscript.

First of all, the paper needs to be better structured, better organized. For example,
line 171 and the following (the main purpose of the study) should go at the beginning
(Introduction), not in the middle of the methodology section. Same with lines 131-139.
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There are more examples of disorganization highlighted in the pdf attached.

I strongly suggest the authors to follow a classical scientific paper structure, like: In-
troduction, Seismotectonic framework, Data and Methods, Results, Discussion and
Conclusion.

Second, I encourage the authors to make an effort using better English and, particu-
larly, a more formal style. In the pdf attached I have highlighted across the manuscript
many phrases that need to be rewritten.

Additionally, your writing has to be more precise and specific. Give explanations when
necessary (eg, lines 133, 150,. . . and so many others higlighted in the pdf attached).

The following comments are organized in sections; those that a future revised version
of the manuscript should contained in order to be accepted for publication in NHESS:

-Introduction section: Start stating the importance of the issue, why and how this is
used in PSHA. If there are any other previous work, it should be mentioned here (and
there is one, at least). Identify the problems tackled in previous work. Coherently state
your objective. Highlight the originality of your approach.

Explain what a “cascade” criteria is, what makes it better from “normal” criteria? Add
an illustration.

Across the paper you are using the term “tectonic style”, which is very geological. I
rather suggest you to use “style-of-faulting” which is more commonly used in PSHA
literature.

-Seismotectonic framework (missing section): Additionally from what you say in your
introduction, I strongly suggest to add a map of active faults of Italy (a new Figure),
from the European database for example (SHARE project). Discuss the kinematics of
the active faults from geological field data in each of the seismic zones with the focal
mechanisms available, are they consistent?
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- Data and Methods (missing section): This new section could begin with your “col-
lecting seismic moment tensors” (Data) and followed by your “Seismic Moment Tensor
summation and selection criteria” (Methods).

Table 1 presents the final results, but Table 2 represents a previous process that is
used to get to the results of Table 1. . . I believe that Table 2 should go before Table 1.

I would rather use the term “reverse fault” than “thrust”. A “thrust” is a particular type
of reverse fault (a low-dipping reverse fault), while “reverse” is more general for the
purpose of your research and for its application in PSHA.

- Results section: This new section would include your “Tectonic Styles and expected
focal solutions in the ZS16 Seismogenic Model”. The Table with the results (your Table
1) should come here.

- Discussion section: Please, produce a proper Discussion section, independent from a
Conclusion section. Start the discussion from line 282 onwards. You could add in your
discussion the agreement or not between geological field data (kinematics of active
faults) and your results.

- Conclusion section: You could put here lines 277-281, though more developed (for
instance, you could also mention the style-of-faulting depth-dependency found, and
so..). Briefly explain the style-of-faulting assigned to each major geological region of
Italy.

FIGURES: The digital terrain models on the background of the figures could be much
more detailed. Try to produce more attractive figures. It is compulsory to add a geo-
graphical frame (coordinates!).

A new figure showing a map of active faults of Italy is really important.

Figure 4 has three sections, a, b and c. The foot caption should refer independently to
each section. A better explanation of the graphs is needed.
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Figure 6 needs to differentiate the three different captions with letters (a, b, c).

TABLES improve formatting (table 3 is different). There is a typo in “Idria”. Table 1
should be 2, and conversely.

Please, double check you are using the right format when citing web pages (check the
journal guidelines), and in tables and figures.

Check the pdf attached for more corrections and comments (highlighted in yellow).

Please also note the supplement to this comment:
https://www.nat-hazards-earth-syst-sci-discuss.net/nhess-2020-70/nhess-2020-70-
RC1-supplement.pdf
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