Dear Dr Roger Moussa and reviewers,
Change in Fig. 2.
We like to thank all of you for the comments and suggestion you made that helped us to improve the revised version of this manuscript (presented together with this document). 
Here, we first describe the general changes done in the manuscript.
1 We improved the structure of the method and result sections. We hope that the manuscript is now easier to follow after the following changes:
a. A background for the uncertainty and evaluation function was introduced before and independent of the modelling framework.
b. We changed the sub–heading “Rainfall–runoff modelling within an uncertainty analysis” to “Representative hydrographs for the upstream boundary condition” for both methods and result section. We also changed the sub–heading “Hydraulic model within an uncertainty analysis” to “flood wave propagation” for both methods and result sections.
c. [bookmark: _GoBack]We changed Figs: 1, 10 and 11 to make them clearer and thus easier to interpret. We added the Mitch flood extent by JICA (2002) in Fig. 2 and Fig. 11. We corrected the format in the units in Fig. 3. We added all the parameters (in addition to the sensitive ones) in Fig. 6. 
d. In general we made small changes along all the manuscript to improve the grammar and syntax. 
2 A literature review about uncertainty analysis methods and the reason for choice of the Generalized Likelihood Uncertainty Estimation (GLUE) method in our work were added in the introduction section (P4 L8–23).
3 We added literature related to the impact of the hurricane Mitch and of the quality of the data in the region, after suggestion of one of the reviews, the following works were incorporated:
a. Amador et al. (2006); Guerrero et al. (2012); Haile and Rientjes (2005); Magaña et al. (1999); Mastin and Olsen (2002) and Westerberg et al. (2010).

4 The novelty in this work was emphasised at P4 L29–32, P16 L9–17 and P21 L7–10.
5 We added information on the total number of samples that were done in order to obtain the number of behavioural simulations (according to the stopping criteria) in P14 L27–28, we missed to write those values in our first version.
6 We included a previous analysis of the consistency of the data, which we missed to write about in the first version of the manuscript. Thus two new sections: “Consistency in the post–event–measured data” were added in the method and results sections.
7 Analysis and discussion of the quantity and quality of the data, parameters and the uncertainties were incorporated: 
a. We added the sub–sections: “Consistency in the post–event–measured data” were added in the method and results sections.
b. We discussed the errors associated with post–event discharge estimations in section 2.2.3. 
c. In sections 3.4.1 and 3.5.1 we justified the choice of the uncertainties associated with the evaluation data.
d. We discussed the implications of the uncertainty in the roughness coefficient and their interaction with uncertainty in discharge and observed maximum water level in P18 L2–13.
e. Implication of the errors in the post–event–estimated discharge peak was discussed in P19 L10–20. 
f. Weaknesses and implication due to a poor spatial representation of rainfall was addressed in the discussion section: P17 L6–14 and P18 L19–21 and in the conclusions: P21 L25–26.
8 We made the manuscript more self–contained and added more description of the models and tools used:
a. We explain more details on the TOPMODEL and MCT combination at P8 L26–29 and added a more detailed description of the TOPMODEL in Appendix A.
b. We explain in more detail the Muskingum–Cunge–Todini (MCT) routing adapted for ungauged topographic cross–sections in Appendix B.
c. We explained better on the K–mean algorithm: P10 L31–P11 L12.
d. We described the Kuiper statistic test in Appendix C.
9  We explained reasons for the assumptions and decisions done throughout the work:
a. Choice of GLUE (P7 L25–27)
b. Trapezoidal membership function (P8 L4–6).
c. Choice of TOPMODEL (P8 L17–20).
d. Choice of Muskingum–Cunge–Todini (MCT)  (P8 L22–23).
e. Choice of spatial uniform distributed rainfall (P9 L10–12).
f. Spatial uniformity in the choice of the runoff coefficient for the main channel (P9 L21–23).
g. The use of the Kuiper statistic test (P10 L1–3).
h. Choice of the support of the fuzzy set for choosing representative hydrographs (P10 L17–28).
i. Choice of the support of the fuzzy set for choosing behavioural hydraulic simulations (P13 L14–24).
j. Choice of the weight for the global likelihood measurement (P13 L31–32).
10 We developed more about the implication of the results from the data, hydrological and hydraulic perspectives. 
a. Our results were compared with the deterministic estimations made by JICA (2002) in the discussions (P16 L20–24).
b. On the results from the combination of TOPMODEL and MCT P17 L6–17.
c. On LISFLOOD performance (P17 L27–29).
d. Importance of the roughness coefficients and their interaction with other the discharge and water level (P18 L2–13).
e. On the most important sources of uncertainty for the hydraulic simulations (P18 L15–16).
f. Developed more on the possible reasons of disagreement for some of the observations (P18 L28–32 to P19 L1–4).
g. We discussed the reason for one of the catchment having a lower rate of behavioural sets for the Chiquito River sub–catchment when comparing with the other two sub–catchments (P 19 L18–20).
h. Discussed the dependency of the behavioural sets with other sources of uncertainty (P19 L26–31).
11 The validation was addressed :
a. Results here were comparable with those results made by JICA (2002) using another methodology (P16 L20–24).
b. Guidelines to increase the number of post–event measure data in space were given so to be able to use some of the observation for validation (P20 L6–10).
c. The possibilities to incorporating more events to further strengthen this methodology was discussed in: P20 L11–16.
12 We discussed and suggested strategies for improvements of the post–event data collection campaigns (P18 L21–25, P19 L31–P20 L10 and P21 L25–26).
13 We discussed the domain of application of the proposed methodology (P20 L17–29).
14 To include the new incorporated analysis in this revision, the conclusions were modified by adding: P21 L9–12, P21 L15–18 and P21 L25–27.
15 We included a link in the references where the work from JICA (2002) can be retrieved.
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