
     - 1 - 

LETTER OF ACTION 

The communication strategy for the release of the first European Seismic 

Risk Model and the updated European Seismic Hazard Model 

 

  



     - 2 - 

Dear Mathilde Sørensen, 

 

We would like to thank you and the two reviewers for the careful consideration and meaningful 

suggestions to improve our manuscript. We are pleased to resubmit our paper entitled “The 

communication strategy for the release of the first European Seismic Risk Model and the updated 

European Seismic Hazard Model”. 

In our revision, we followed all comments of the reviewers, which strongly improved the clarity 

of the findings and the relevance of our research. The reviewers recommended the following 

major amendments: First, we broadened the discussion concerning the applicability and 

adaptability of our recommended communication strategy and transdisciplinary approach by 

illustrating specific examples on both national and international levels. Second, we provided 

additional details about the design choices, drawing from the insights of our user testing. 

Furthermore, we also addressed all minor and specific suggestions. 

As the reviewers mentioned, our manuscript presents a communication strategy to support the 

public release of models and their outputs to both the scientific community and societal 

stakeholders and provides specific insights into how to best use a transdisciplinary approach in 

such endeavors. Thus, we hope for a full consideration of our revised manuscript in order to 

encourage other researchers to conduct future studies in this research field. 

 

Kind regards, 

the authors  
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COMMENTS REVIEWERS  

Thank you for responding to the comments from the reviewers. As you have seen, both reviewers 

suggest minor revisions before publication of your manuscript. Please submit your revised 

manuscript considering the comments raised by the reviewers.  

Based on the reviewers’ comments, we have revised our manuscript. In the following, we listed 

and explained all the amendments taken in the manuscript in detail.  

 

 

Reviewer #1 

Scope and other applications. The authors clearly identify the possibility of their proposal could 

support the development of future products on the same topics, however one general comment 

is the missing discussion about the comparison of these design criteria to other hazard and risk 

maps adopted out of Europe.  

We agree that the scope of our comparison to other hazard and risk maps was limited. We have 

broadened the discussion, considering the scarcity of studies that have thoroughly analyzed and 

evaluated the design of such products. With our paper we thus also want to encourage other 

research groups to share their experiences in developing and evaluating societally relevant assets. 
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The results. The use of tables and figures appears to be well balanced. Although the article is 

intended to illustrate the communication strategy, it could benefit from presenting some details 

of the final product. For example, some points in Table 3, which describes the “Practical 

implications for designing comprehensive, useful and well-perceived risk maps and posters”, 

deserve further investigation. In particular, the points regarding "the difference between the risk 

index of the risk map and the components of the overall risk model" and "the house next door" 

should be explored in greater detail. How did you solve the problem of communicating such 

complex points? (Images in Table S8 do not provide a clear answer due to resolution. Consider 

the possibility to insert a more detailed figure). The final choice of color scales "based on the 

correct interpretation and perception of the risk of the map" also deserves clarification. 

Thank you for this suggestion. We have incorporated an additional paragraph to delve into the 

pertinent design-related aspects in more detail. Additionally, we have replaced the images in 

Table S8 with higher resolution pictures to ensure improved visibility of the details (the new 

supplement file is uploaded on the ETH Research Collection).  

  

 

Technical comments 

• Line 95 and 97: please, consider the possibility to substitute the verbs “elaborated” with 

“illustrated” or “shown”. 

• Line 147: The sentence is not clear, please specify whether “well educated and trained 

people” stand for “non-technical audiences” 

• Figure 5: specify the parameter plotted in the seismic hazard map (Fig. 5b), in legend too 

• Table 1, page 11, fourth central box: “The video last about 5 minutes” (not 3) 

• Figure 7: on the map, the Pavia locality must be replaced with the more well-known 

reference locality Milan 

• Line 250: Add “in Supplement” when Fig. S1 is cited 

• Line 260-261: the information is given also in line 274, please choose one 
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• Line 267: In general Table 2 is too hermetic. Please consider if the manuscript could 

benefit from less detailed tables, referring to a more extensive and in-depth version in 

the Supplement. In particular: 

o Table 2, pag 15: some symbols need to be clarified. 

o Line 8, 9 and 17: what is the meaning of symbol “>”? 

o Symbol “/” can be changed with “and” (4 times) 

o Please, specify that “NUTS19” is administrative unit 

• Line 273: please, specify the “participants’ characteristics” (shown in line 284) 

• Line 304: Table 3 is too specific. It is suggested to present a more concise table in the 

paper, after having extrapolated some important concepts to be explored in greater depth 

(see above). 

 

Thank you for these specific comments. We changed the manuscript accordingly (see track 

changes in the resubmitted manuscript). Regarding the comment about replacing Pavia with 

Milano, we informed the people responsible and they will consider changing it, which will take 

some time. Pavia was originally chosen as that is the location of Eucentre that hosts the European 

Seismic Risk Services.  

In response to your suggestion to relocate the tables to the Supplement, we opted to retain them 

in the main text. This decision stems from our belief that the tables offer valuable insights crucial 

for designing maps, interactive tools, etc. In the supplement, we provide detailed information and 

evidence for those insights. Additionally, we argue that some readers appreciate to gain a 

comprehensive overview of the results by looking at the tables and others who are less interested 

in the numbers may simply skip the tables. If the editor deems it more appropriate, we could list 

the tables as an Appendix at the end of the manuscript. 

Reviewer #2 

The paper presents the communication strategy, for supporting the public release of the European 

seismic hazard and risk models, which was co-defined and implemented by the communication 

experts and the model developers. The models are shortly introduced and the framework of the 

adapted strategy consisting of the preparation phase, the public release and the re-work 

processes are illustrated. For each component, the methods used, the inputs and outputs are 

explained in detail. The authors suggest that the chosen approach and the developed strategy 

could be applicable in any domain in order to make complex scientific findings accessible to 

different target audiences. This point deserves some more discussion where comparisons with 

the available similar work in Europe and around the world are first provided and then in what 

regards the presented strategy might contribute to/improve them are illustrated.   
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Thank you for this summary and the suggestion to discuss the transferability in more detail. We 

addressed this suggestion by including a paragraph in the discussion section that highlights 

examples from various countries and regions. 

 

  

 

Lines 41-44: The authors start by posing a question and say that ‘the long answer is this paper’. 

Does it imply that there is no other answer/example available? 

Thank you for raising this question. We agree that it was not clearly written that the 

example/answer pertains to our communication strategy developed through a transdisciplinary 

approach. We made it clearer in the text.  
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Figure 5: (a) It would be useful to provide the definition of the mapped risk metric. (b) Please 

specify the ground motion parameter with its unit and explain what the map presents (i.e. the 

hazard level). 

This was also a comment by reviewer 1. We added corresponding explanations in the Figure 

captions.  

 
 

 

Table 1: In description section, specific URLs might be provided for the following products: EFEHR 

website, Detailed (technical) report, Fact sheets, Interactive map viewers for professionals and 

for the general public. 

That is a great idea. We added the hyperlinks to Table 1 so that readers can directly access the 

products. 

 

Figure 7: It would be more consistent to have all the city names in English and to illustrate only 

capital cities. 

Thank you for this suggestion. We informed the people responsible and they will internally discuss 

to change it, though this decision is beyond our direct responsibility. 


