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In this manuscript, the authors present earthquake spectra for the city of Quito which is
located at the top of a very earthquake-prone fault system. Moreover, the recurrence
period of earthquakes are also delivered. The spectra provided here are the results of a
study aggregating a variety of sources such as multiple ground motion databases, local
soil profile studies and fault characteristics. The work presented here has a potential
to be used as a new design spectra in designing buildings or understanding the current
state of the existing structure. Although the research is innovative and a useful tool has
clearly been developed, this reviewer feels that the authors did not reflect the use of
the method(s) here to its entire potential. The English is from time to time imprecise,
and can be improved in a new version of the paper. There are some problems with
data presented within the figures. Reviewer thinks however that this manuscript still
has a big potential. Therefore, this manuscript is recommended for publication with
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minor revisions. Below are some suggestions for the authors to consider, in addition to
any suggestions offered by the editor.

Pg1. Line 9: In the abstract, please avoid using references unless this work is a major
extension of the referenced paper. Pg1. Line 10: Reviewer suggests an improvement
in the choice of words for the fluency. For instance . . ., which are determined by utiliz-
ing some of the . . . Pg1. Line 11: Avoid references. Pg1. Line 12: Reviewer doesn’t
understand what authors are trying to quantify when they say maximum amount. Max-
imum amount of what? Peak acceleration? Pg1. Line 13: It is unclear from abstract
that if each location has different soil type. Please clarify. Pg1. Line 14: No need for
abbreviation here (NEC-15) Pg1. Line 16: Reviewer suggests style improvement. If
possible, the sentence should be divided into two sentences. Pg1. Line 17: Please
remove the references. Pg1. Line 23-24: Reviewer suggest a simplification such as:
. . .with an average slip rate of 3.0- 4.5 mm per year. . . Pg1. Line 24: There is a dot
before and after the reference. Pg1. Line 26: Reviewer failed to make connection be-
tween non-uniform movements of the value with the turnover rate of 2-4mm of Quito’s
fault system. Pg1. Line 26: What is the SFQ abbreviation for? For the abbreviations
used for the first time, please use the full name. Pg1. Line 28-29: Why is the reference
not at the end of the sentence? Pg1. Line 29: Please improve the style: For example:
. . . Since then, there has not been an earthquake with a magnitude larger than 6.0...
Introduction general comments: Reviewer does not understand the motivation of the
paper clearly. Could authors explicitly mention and quantify scientifically why current
spectra are poor? Pg2. Line 11: Reviewer is not sure what author is implying here:
. . .Being "similar" the maximum expected magnitude in each fault segment. . . Is there
a punctuation missing? Pg2. Line 20: Please use punctuations to increase readability:
. . .August 12, 2014, which had. . . Pg2. Line 24: Author thinks that this sentence is
missing a verb. . . .Quito is 2800 m above the sea level and the valleys are 2400 m
. . . Fig 3: Reviewer strongly suggests that authors should use higher quality picture
with more readable text on it. Pg3. Line 1: Please provide a reference for the refrac-
tion study. Fig 3: Typo in the table headings: ruptura rupture Pg3. Line 4: Reviewer
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thinks that this sentence is missing some parts: . . .obtained using equations provided
by Leonard, 2010. . . Pg3. Line 6: No need for ‘as’. Pg3. Line 6-7: Reviewer suggest
to break this sentence into two sentences for the readability. Pg3. Line 7-9: Reviewer
is lost here. Are authors referring to table 2 here? Also what do authors mean when
they say ‘it is worked as an increment?’ Also if Z_TOR value is going to be described
after the equation, what is the point of using this variable? Pg3. Line 14-15: Are those
equations giving average value or observed value? If it is average value, why are they
not called E[Z_TOR]_1 and E[Z_TOR]_2? If both of the equations are calculating the
depth, they could be named as (2.a.) and (2.b.). Please revise the equations. Other-
wise, it is somewhat confusing for the readers. Pg3. Line 16: Why is unit of Z_TOR
not mentioned before? Pg3. Line 16-17: Reviewer is having difficulty understanding
what the claim is. Clarification is needed. Pg3. Line 21: Reviewer is having difficulty
understanding what ε is. It would help if the confidence level formula was presented.
Pg3. Line 23: Reviewer suggests not the use the word, ‘this issue’. But authors have
the freedom to leave as is. Pg3. Line 32: Reviewer suggests the following modification.
. . .the model of CY13 employed with. . . Pg4. Line 1-2: Reviewer is having difficulty un-
derstanding this sentence. Pg4. Line 9: Reviewer suggest to use comma: . . . in the
second model, . . . Pg4. Line 9: What does DPP stands for? Pg4. Line 11: There is
an extra space before in addition. Pg4. Line 11-14: Reviewer suggests the following
change: . . . as a parameter in determining the spectral acceleration, which is not ig-
nored in the other models. . . Pg4. Line 11-14: There are too many paragraphs in this
section, one paragraph per sentence. Fig. 4: A higher quality picture should be used.
Likewise, legends should be in English. Pg4. Line 16-17: Author should divide this
sentence. Pg4. Line 21-22: Reference required. Is there a study authors can point to
regarding the magnitude of the earthquake? Pg4. Line 22-23: When authors mention
the distance, are they referring to the depth, rupture length of the distance of the fault
from the city? Pg4. Line 24-26: Reviewer suggests the following change. . . .There
have been several studies to classify soils in Quito. . . Also, authors should use the
punctuations correctly. In addition, reviewer thinks that authors should use transition
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words instead of generous use of punctuations. Pg4. Line 27-28: Reviewer thinks us-
ing semi-column does not replace the linking words and suggests the sentence should
be either broken down into two sentences or should be connected with a linking word.
Another idea is enumeration of each sentences. Pg4. Line 29-30: Are those all of the
soil types in CEC-2000? Reviewer is confused. Pg4. Line 31: Why did authors decide
to divide the sentences with comma? The general style is somewhat inconsistent. In-
consistencies in the format makes the scientific message difficult to come across. Pg4
Line 27 – Pg5 Line 3: Reviewer didn’t comprehend why it is important for authors to
mention all the soil types in old and new code. Authors failed to describe the relevant
information to Fig. 4. If only 2015 code are relevant to the soil types, why are authors
mentioning the old code? What is the significance of this information? Pg5. Line 4-6:
Why is this study conducted? What is the purpose of the refraction study? And most
importantly why do authors mention this here? If they want to verify that the soil type
given in the map aligns with the study results, shouldn’t be there multiple research
studies conducted at multiple points verifying the soil conditions. Reviewer feels lost in
this part of the paper. Pg5. Line 5: Is it floor type or soil type or soil profile? Readers
expect authors to use consistent terminology. Pg5. Line 7-8: How is it relevant that soil
types have good compressive strength to the paper? Authors should clarify why the
information they presented is important when they are stating some facts. Pg5. Line
10: Reviewer is not sure what authors are claiming in the first sentence. What kind of
meshes are formed. What is meshed? Why is it meshed? Pg5. Line 14-20: What is the
methodology used to obtain this information? Fig. 6: This figure is a combination of 15
figures. When printed, all details are lost. Authors should manage the plots well, if they
want to share their results and to be understood properly. The legends are unreadable.
Increasing the quality of the figures will increase the quality of the paper significantly.
Pg5. Line 25: Reviewer is curious if there is a word missing here: . . ..first and mod-
eled . . .. Pg5. Line 26: When authors mention ‘this parameter’, are they referring to
the recurrence interval, seismic potential (if there is such a parameter) or seismic mo-
ment? Pg6. Line 1: There is an extra space between (Table 1) and comma. Authors
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should delete the space. Pg6. Line 1 and Line 1.2: Reviewer thinks that the number
of these subsections are wrong. Pg6. Eq 4: Although the equation is shown, no other
info provided on fault plane area or shear modulus. Is it same as rupture area? Are
authors expecting readers to guess their assumptions for replicating the work? Pg6.
Line 15: There is a (5) after Gutenberg-Richter modified. Is it a typo? Pg6. Line 15:
Reviewer thinks that there is a word missing: Gutenberg-Richter modified (model?)
Pg6. Eq 5: Reviewer is curious about "e" number. Is this a exponential relationship or
"e" is another number? Pg6. Line 19: Reviewer suggest the following change: . . . mo-
ment, a relationship can be established . . . If the initial claim was that the spectra are
out-of-date, why didn’t authors compare the new control spectra to the old ones and
showed us how different the spectra are? Pg6. Line 21: Mo is already explained. Why
is repeated again? If it is not explained before, is this Mo different from the Mo in eq 4?
Pg6. Line 26-28: Reviewer thinks that this sentence contains two different sentences.
Pg6. Line 31: Why is beta set to 1.84-2.76? Pg6. Line 30-31: There are spaces before
semi-column. Please delete them. Reviewer fails to understand how the occurrence is
important deriving the control spectra. Authors should explicitly discuss why the rate
of seismic activity is discussed within this paper. Were they not calculated before?
Do authors propose a novel method to calculate it? Readers want to understand the
significance of this research study. Pg7. Line 18: There are two sections which have
the same number ‘6’. Authors should be careful when enumerating the sections. Pg7.
Line 20-22: The style can be changed. Please improve the wording. Reviewer doesn’t
grasp the meaning of this sentence very well. Pg7. Line 23-27: Reviewer thinks the
sentence is long enough that reader may lose the focus. It is hard to understand the
meaning. Pg7. Line 28: Grammatical error. Plural subject – singular verb form Pg7.
Line 28: Reviewer is not sure when authors say ‘applying the models’. Do the authors
applied these methods on some data sets, or did they just use the methods? Pg7.
Line 28-30: This sentence should be broken down into two sentences. Pg8. Line 1-3:
Authors should improve wording for the readability.
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