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The research aims to understand and improve the important challenge of communicating
three-dimensional flood map uncertainty to various end-users through a series of
qualitative surveys. The manuscript is well written and structured, there are several wordy
tables that could be presented differently (see suggestions below). The probabilistic
visualisation prototypes presented represent a significant step-forward in terms of
communicating uncertainty to forecast end-users. The work would benefit from more
emphasis on which uncertainties are being represented in the visualisations and how the
prior knowledge of the surveyed participants is assessed and how this impacts their
opinions and the conclusions drawn from the results. The research questions proposed in
the introduction are reasonable, they should be re-addressed again in conclusion.
Consideration of the limitations of the survey approach and applications of this approach
outside of Quebec would enhance the manuscript. Once these concerns are addressed, I
feel that the article would make a valuable contribution to HESS. 

More specifically:

Where do the uncertainties originate from? Are they based on uncertainties in the
precipitation inputs to the hydrological model? Or are they uncertainties relating to
model parameters/antecedent conditions/underlying data used to determine the flood
maps such as the DTM? Or are they compound and include all the above? The paper
would benefit from some discussion of these aspects of uncertainty in relation to the
flood forecasting system used.
What determines that this is a large-scale survey? How does it compare to previous
similar surveys in Canada or elsewhere?
How is the ‘limiting the confusion of decision makers’ (abstract L20) of end-users
measured/known?
Section 4.1.1 What was the prior experience of the participant groups at using and
interpreting flood maps (probabilistic or otherwise). This seems to be critically linked to
the users’ preferences.



How were the visualisation prototypes developed, and by whom?
Tables 2, 3 and 4 could be presented graphically to enable readers to visualise results
and aid comparison. Tables 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 should be ordered/sectioned by
participant group to improve readability.
Are the survey findings applicable in other places/countries or should this type of
survey be repeated elsewhere? Adding recommendations would be beneficial to
readers.
What are the limitations of this interview style survey approach? Could a quantitative
survey be used to draw more specific conclusions such as linking prior
experience/understanding to visualisation preferences? Also, how can the probabilistic
forecasts be linked to impacts and with users’ actions. The next step to this would be to
link the likelihood of impact (or flow scenario from prototype 2) with appropriate
actions. These points could be developed further in the discussion/conclusions.
Please see supplement for minor comments.

 

Please also note the supplement to this comment: 
https://hess.copernicus.org/preprints/hess-2022-305/hess-2022-305-RC1-supplement.pdf
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