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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 paper hits the mark by tackling the "black box" problem in geohazard forecasting. Combining Deep Learning with PDEs isn't just a trend; it's a necessity for physical transparency, and this review frames that shift quite well. It’s a timely look at how hybrid frameworks can actually handle the messy, nonlinear reality of geological risks.

The only real downside is that it stays a bit too high-level. It points out the big roadblocks—like data messiness and computational costs—but doesn't quite offer a tactical fix for them. It works great as a strategic overview, but don't expect a "step-by-step" implementation guide here.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current Title: "Deep Learning and PDE-Based Models for Geological Hazard Prediction"
Reviewer’s Take: The title is spot on. It’s rare to find a heading this direct that still captures the full scope of the work. It identifies the two pillars—DL and PDEs—without any unnecessary fluff.

Verdict: No changes needed. It’s concise, professional, and fits the manuscript's "state-of-the-art" tone perfectly.
	

	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 is actually quite decent. It covers the basics—the problem, the DL/PDE hybrid fix, and the general findings—without drifting off-topic. It’s concise, and the length feels right for a professional submission. No major complaints on the structure.

However, it could use a bit more "teeth." I'd suggest dropping in a 15-word "hook" that spells out exactly how this review bridges the gap between physics-informed models and data-driven stuff. It’s also missing a specific timestamp. If you call it "state-of-the-art," you need to mention the 2018–2025 window to prove it’s current.

Another quick fix: add a hard number. Something like "85% accuracy in landslide mapping" would give the abstract some empirical weight that’s currently missing. As for what to cut? Honestly, nothing. The balance is fine. Just add those few specific details to sharpen the edges, and it should be ready for prime time.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript holds water. It’s a timely look at DL-PDE integration that hits most of the right notes. The writing is sharp, and the 2018–2025 source list is a major plus.

The "Deal-Breakers" (Required Edits):
· Math Depth: This is for a Mathematics journal, not a general tech blog. The author needs to stop skirting around the equations. I need to see the actual governing PDEs and a real stability analysis. It’s non-negotiable.

· Prove the Results: Qualitative praise isn't enough. I want a head-to-head comparison table—Traditional vs. Hybrid. Give me the F1-Scores and RMSEs.

· Location, Location: Since it’s an Asian journal, it feels odd not to mention any work from Asian hotspots like the Himalayas or Japan. Add these to ground the paper regionally.

Decision: Minor Revision. The foundation is solid, but it needs "mathematical teeth" before it’s ready for prime time. Fix these, and it's a winner.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography is impressively up-to-date, with citations extending into 2025. This isn't just a list; it’s a solid reflection of the current frontier in hybrid modeling. The 2018–2025 window is well-handled.

Critical Gaps: While interdisciplinary, the list lacks "mathematical teeth" for a journal of this caliber. To fix this, the author needs to pivot toward formal foundations.

· Essential Additions: Must include Raissi et al. (2019) for PINNs and E & Yu (2018) for the Deep Ritz method. Without these, the theoretical PDE discussion feels unanchored.

· Regional Relevance: Since this is an Asian Journal, the lack of regional context is a missed opportunity. Citing the Asian Journal of Mathematics or case studies from the Himalayas/Japan would ground the theory in regional reality.

Verdict: The references are strong but need these specific "mathematical anchors" to truly fit the journal's scope. Keep the rest as is—no fat to trim here.


	

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


	Regarding the English, don’t get me wrong—the technical side is solid and the terms are all correct. But let’s be honest, it’s a bit of a tough climb to read in some spots. You’ve got these "marathon" sentences—take that one in the intro about slope stability for instance—that just need to be chopped in half. Also, the jump between paragraphs feels a bit "stiff." Adding some simple bridges would make the whole thing flow more like a conversation. My best advice? Have a native speaker or a pro editor give it a quick "sanity check" to sharpen the tone before you send it off.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	I didn't find any ethical red flags here. Since it’s a review paper, there aren’t any concerns with human trials or sensitive personal data. The citations are handled properly and the author is careful about giving credit to the original researchers. Everything looks clean and above board.
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