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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript)


	
	[bookmark: Comments_of_the_Reviewers]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 research work addresses a significant contribution to the field of seismology and engineering particularly for Mexico region that certainly has distinct characteristic to the seismic wave response compared to other region.
Several findings of this paper could be very useful in engineering application and also the development of national earthquake monitoring and study. This is an interesting study, since the authors have included valuable earthquake observation record data set in specific region, interesting approach in the concept of seismic wave propagation trajectories as well as the application of multidisciplinary methodology covering seismic data processing and statistics. However, in my opinion the paper need improvements in regards to seismic data processing and analysis, the complexity of the model equation and the author’s way of narrating his findings and I feel this interesting work has not been revealed to its full
extent.
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[bookmark: PART__2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)



	
	[bookmark: Rating_of_the_Reviewers]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
	

	[bookmark: 2._Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_compre]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
	4
	

	[bookmark: 3._Are_the_keywords_appropriate_and_usef]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
	

	[bookmark: 4._Is_the_background_information_of_the_]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
	4
	

	[bookmark: 5._Are_the_research_objectives/hypothese]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
	

	[bookmark: 6._Is_the_literature_review_relevant_and]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
	4
	

	[bookmark: 7._Is_the_research_methodology_appropria]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
	

	[bookmark: 8._Were_ethical_issues_properly_addresse]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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	





[bookmark: PART__2.2_(Subjective_Evaluation)]PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	[bookmark: Reviewer’s_comment]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.
	The title : Seismic Attenuation Models of Peak acceleration by means of Trajectories from the Subduction Zone to the city of Querétaro, México is suitable and quite clear describe the main field, what is the paper discuss about as well as the locus of the research. I recommend to clearly state “Peak Ground Acceleration” rather than “Peak Acceleration”, since the term of PGA is more familiar in the field of engineering seismology. I feel that the “Subduction Zone” here also need to be clarify, which Subduction Zone is referring in this Paper Title. Please also consider the usage of word-per-word capitalization letter in the title writing, following the writing rules in the
journals
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract of the article is already covering up the issues discussed in the paper, from the findings that author’s want to present, the concepts of trajectories attenuation model until the discussion of the results that stated the findings is over and under estimate. However, I feel the author’s way in describing over and under estimation factors of “1.44, 1.88, 2.01 and 1.91” in the last sentence is not clear, author’s may write it more clearly by state the result as comparative findings with other studies or the actual data
observations records. I also want to read some narrative elaboration of other interesting findings from the study in the abstract
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically_correct]Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is already scientifically correct, the approach and methodology is correctly refer to previous studies. Some suggestion that I can add for the sake of paper’s improvement are mentioned below :
· This study is scientifically valid to some degree, in the field of seismology or ground motion study, it is well known to include the local site condition / characteristic identification as one of the variable in the attenuation models / ground motion prediction equation (GMPE), despite it is already state in the paper that the seismic records used in the study are generated by bedrock station. Consequently, the attenuation equations based on seismic recordings on bedrock are not applicable to soil layers (either hard or soft), where I believe that most of the building structure and population of the Queretaro city lies on. Therefore, the objective of providing sufficient supporting attenuation models that can be applied in structural engineering and disaster mitigation, has not yet been achieved through the findings of this study.
· It is also regretted that the frequency dependency analysis is not incorporated yet in this study, even though it has actually been realized by the author in the manuscript, that this factor could possibly reducing discrepancy and improving the accuracy of the estimation.
· I found that the seismic records used in this study is not directly originated from built-up accelerograph instrumentation, but from differentiation mechanism / conversion of the broadband velocity instrumentation. The conversion mechanism of the seismic signal better be more elaborate, to give clarity that author is correctly done the procedure, and already consider to avoid significant risks in signal pre- processing phase such as specific frequency noise amplification, signal trend error, accuracy in sampling rate, and inconsistency in signal traces. It is better if the author can provide evidence that the differentiation mechanism from velocity sensor is accurately reproduce strong motion sensor (i.e. comparison of the acceleration record from collocated sensor of velocitymeter-and-accelerometer in certain location)
· Since “trajectory” is highlighted in the title of the paper as the main approach of the attenuation model development, it is needed to be clearly explain whether the intended trajectories (4 specific path) has distinguish significant role in the attenuation of ground motion, or it is simply author’s way to tell the readers the general concept of source-to- site distance attenuation of seismic ground motion? And it is needed more background knowledge from previous study on how the trajectories is determined
· In the conclusion chapter, it is mentioned that the observed differences can be attributed to methodological disparities, the geological complexity of the Trans-Mexican Volcanic Belt, the number of seismic records used in the seismic attenuation models, and the proposed trajectories, which is need to elaborate to give clarity understanding, for example how methodological disparities can affect the differences; what kind of geological complexity give contribution to the difference (magma deposit, high density structure, sedimentary, etc); how much seismic records have to be used as minimum standard of an attenuation model study (based on previous studies); how the determination of
trajectories could affect the result, or any other way to provide more clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are sufficient and relatively recent, however these are comments on the references :
· I found several references related to site effect and/or site response, yet the factor of site effect and/or site response is not incorporate or discussed sufficiently in the manuscript.
· It is better if author can provide more references related to the trajectories determination.
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	Please reconsider review on the manuscript especially for several writing errors, such as : Words capitalization in the manuscript title, missing chapter title (i.e. chapter 2.2), and several words / sentences that written in Spanish, rather than English (i.e. equation number 22).
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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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