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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses a practically important and underserved problem in seismic engineering: the estimation of Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA) for interplate earthquakes affecting interior cities of Mexico, specifically Querétaro, which lies within the geologically complex Mexican Volcanic Belt (MVB). Existing attenuation models are largely calibrated for coastal or source-proximal regions, leaving cities in the MVB with inadequate site-specific ground motion models. By developing trajectory-specific attenuation relationships along four distinct source-path corridors - Jalisco-Colima, Michoacán, Guerrero and Oaxaca - the authors provide a more physically representative framework for PGA estimation at this site. The work fills a notable gap in the literature, as only one prior attenuation relationship exists for Querétaro (Clemente-Chávez & Figueroa-Soto, 2018), and that study excluded the Michoacán trajectory. The results have direct applications in seismic hazard assessment, structural design code improvement, and emergency preparedness planning for a rapidly growing metropolitan area.
	














































PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
Dr. Anjali Mehrotra

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The title is generally appropriate and descriptive. However, it could be slightly refined for precision: the phrase “by means of Trajectories” is grammatically awkward. A suggested revision: “Seismic Attenuation Models for Peak Ground Acceleration Along Source-to-Site Trajectories from the Subduction Zone to Querétaro, México.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY. The abstract summarizes the methodology and key results adequately. However, it lacks a clear statement of the research gap or motivation, and the reported over/underestimation factors (1.44, 1.88, 2.01, 1.91) in the abstract are inconsistent with the values reported in the body of the manuscript (1.44, 1.81, 2.04, 1.94 in Section 3.2 and 1.44, 1.81, 2.01, 1.91 in Conclusions). The authors must reconcile these discrepancies. The abstract should also explicitly mention that site-effect variables were excluded and state the primary limitation of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	MOSTLY YES, with revisions required. Key issues: (1) Numerical inconsistency: abstract reports overestimation factors of 1.44, 1.88, 2.01, 1.91 while Section 3.2 states 1.44, 1.81, 2.04, 1.94 and Conclusions state 1.44, 1.81, 2.01, 1.91 — these must be harmonised across the manuscript. (2) Section 2.2 is missing its subsection title. (3) Section numbering error: Section 3.3.2 is used for both the Michoacán and Guerrero trajectories; one must be renumbered as 3.3.3. (4) Table numbering is inconsistent: Table 4 is used for the Oaxaca earthquake list in the data section, yet Table 5 is referenced for the Guerrero Chi-square test — the authors should verify all table references. (5) Model validation relies on a single representative event per trajectory, which is limited; a broader validation set would strengthen the conclusions. (6) The absence of site-effect terms is scientifically justified for rock-site stations but should be explicitly addressed as a limitation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	· PARTIALLY. The reference list includes key prior attenuation models relevant to the study. However, several issues require attention: (1) “SSN (2025)” is cited in the introduction for seismicity statistics, but the earthquake catalogue is cited as “SSN (2026)” — the two entries must be reconciled or clarified; (2) “INEGI (2025)” references a Monthly Industrial Activity Indicator, which is not appropriate for supporting population claims — a population census or demographic publication should be substituted; (3) “Ferrari et al. (2012)” is cited in the body text but the reference list contains only “Ferrari (2000)” — the correct entry must be added; (4) Recent NGA-Subduction project GMMs (e.g., Abrahamson et al. 2016, Zhao et al. 2016, Montalva et al. 2017) that are directly relevant to subduction-zone attenuation are absent and should at minimum be acknowledged in the context of international model development. (5) Some recent studies relevant to PGA attenuation could be cited DOI provided: 10.71122/JIGU.vol.28.issue.06.2024.003.

	






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript addresses a meaningful research gap and is worth pursuing with revisions. The most critical issue for the attention is the numerical inconsistency across sections (abstract, Section 3.2, and Conclusions report different over/underestimation factors). Additionally, Section 3.3.2 appears twice with different trajectory names, indicating a numbering oversight. The authors should also be asked to provide a broader validation dataset for each trajectory beyond the single reference event currently used in Tables 7–10. If these issues are adequately addressed, the manuscript could make a solid contribution to regional seismic hazard literature.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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