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Reviewer’s General Comments:
	Overall, this report provides a good analysis of the tsunami inundation threat (or lack thereof) for King Cove and Cold Bay, with a good focus on impacts specific to the main industry operations in King Cove. It gives a thorough background of the tsunami sources and hypothetical earthquake scenarios which were developed. The information presented is sufficient to support the inundation maps that were developed for each community. While I recommend accepting this manuscript, there are changes I believe should be made before this report and the maps are published in their final format in order to improve the clarity and overall presentation of information. I recommend major revisions simply due to the number of comments and the potential time involved to make some of the suggested changes. 
As a general comment/question, in the abstract you describe worst-case scenarios in terms of type, magnitude, and slip (“thrust earthquakes in the western Alaska Peninsula region, with magnitudes ranging from Mw 8.9 to Mw 9.25, which have their greatest slip at 10–20 km (6–12 mi) depth”), but in the main text you mention worst-case scenarios based only on earthquake magnitudes above a certain level (>8.6 to inundate all of King Cove, >8.8 as a “worst case” hazard). The conclusions you present in the abstract are more informative, so expand on those in the text. Are there any other trends in the earthquake configurations you can comment on (e.g. location of asperity, vertical displacement) that do or do not cause tsunami inundation? 
Additional specific comments on the manuscript are given in the Word document. Most are minor suggestions, while some may require some additional thought/effort. Specific comments on the figures and maps are given below.

Figure 1: Some of the labeled islands (Kodiak, Sanak, etc.) are obscured by the shading of the polygons and are difficult to see. Is it possible to make the shading more transparent to allow the islands underneath to show through better?
Figure 6 and 15: In these figures you use negative numbers for longitude while the others use the “W” labeling. If there is not a specific reason to make these negative, it would improve the overall appearance to have consistent labeling among the figures. 

Figure 11: Is the difference in circle colors the same as in figure 3? If so, then add the same legend for clarity.
Figure 16: For me, the line symbols make the inundation lines look cluttered and complicated to follow. If it is necessary to keep the symbols to differentiate between so many lines, then make the symbols smaller if possible. Or replace some of the lines with simple solid, dashed, dotted, etc. lines. Also, I suggest changing the legend title of “Estimated Inundation” to “Estimated Inundation Extent” or similar to better indicate what you are showing.

Figures A-2 to B-3: Since the selected scenarios are not the same as those shown in figure 16, it should be stated why these were chosen to display time series information for. Also, since Scenario 11 was one of the “worst case” scenarios shown in figure 16 and discussed in the text, it would be useful to see the time series for it. 

Figure A-2 and A-3: I found it confusing that some of the onshore points had “Depth” instead of “Elevation” indicated for some scenarios (specifically Scenario 7 and 10 for various points). In tables 4-6, you give elevation for all onshore points, so the same should be done in the figures.  If you are using “depth” for those points to indicate lower post-earthquake elevations and inundation remaining 24 hours after the earthquake, then add something in the captions and text to explain this. 
Map Sheet 1: This map is somewhat confusing because flow depth is shown in areas where there is no background image for reference, so it is difficult to have any context for the significance of this inundation. If it is not possible to overlay the inundation map completely onto a background image or at least a contour map delineating the land, then for clarity I suggest cutting off the inundation map at the boundary of the background image to only show what can be referenced against actual land imagery.  
Map Sheets 1 and 2: In your colorbar/legend, the red curve would be better labeled as maximum estimated inundation extent, not maximum estimated inundation (which sounds like it would indicate inundation level).
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