Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Engineering Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JERR_136675

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	AI POWERED – REAL TIME EARTHQUAKE EARLY WARNING SYSTEM USING DEEP LEARNING

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript presents a real-time earthquake early warning (EEW) system leveraging deep learning models, notably Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs), MLPs, and ResNet. The study addresses a critical need for timely seismic detection in India—a region prone to tectonic activity yet underrepresented in AI-driven seismology research. The proposed AI-based solution has the potential to improve disaster preparedness by minimizing latency and increasing classification accuracy, which is highly relevant and impactful. The paper contributes meaningfully to the intersection of machine learning and geophysical hazard mitigation, a growing field of global importance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally suitable but could be revised for clarity and conciseness. A suggested alternative is:
"AI-Powered Real-Time Earthquake Early Warning System Using Deep Learning Techniques"
This revision improves readability while maintaining the core message.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract covers the aim, methodology, results, and conclusion effectively. However, it could be made more concise by avoiding redundancy (e.g., the concluding sentences about CNNs and ResNet can be tightened). I recommend rephrasing to highlight the novelty (Indian seismic context) and trimming excess detail that is better placed in the main text.

Suggested edit:
Combine the last two sentences into a single, streamlined conclusion, emphasizing the comparative advantage of CNNs and ResNet.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and demonstrates appropriate use of deep learning methodologies for seismic signal classification. The real-time deployment claims are promising but would be more convincing with quantitative latency benchmarks in field testing.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly recent and relevant, covering foundational and current works in seismology and deep learning. However, some important works appear duplicated and could be consolidated. Consider citing additional recent papers on earthquake prediction using transformers or multimodal architectures (e.g., combining seismic and geospatial data). References to Indian government seismic policy or recent disaster mitigation plans would also add local contextual strength.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	  Language Quality: The manuscript requires minor editing for grammar and fluency. Some phrases are awkward or redundant, and sentence structures can be improved for scholarly clarity. For instance, phrases like “May my assumptions be right” or “Also, the earthquake will cause a tsunami” in Section 4.3 should be rephrased or removed due to speculative or informal tone.

  Formatting: Some section headings (e.g., "3.5. Evaluation Metrics") are misnumbered or inconsistently placed. Also, ensure table formatting is uniform and figures are appropriately referenced and labeled.

  Terminology: Avoid casual expressions and subjective comments in technical discussions. For example, in 4.3: “Past Data Processing: May my assumptions be right...” should be revised or removed for objectivity.
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