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1. Supplementary data
1.1. Non-Normalized Test
1.1.1. PCA Visualization without normalization
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Figure S1. Distribution of dataset using PCA with 2 principal components without normalization. The red star, green triangle, and blue asterisk show the distribution of LF, VT, and Explosion

1.2. Performance of MLP on Non-normalized data

	Table S1. Confusion Matrix of MLP on Non-normalized data

	
	
	Predicted Label

	
	
	LF
	Explosion
	VT

	True Label
	LF
	13
	0
	5

	
	Explosion
	6
	17
	0

	
	VT
	4
	0
	15

	Accuracy
	
	75%

	Precision
	
	79.04%



1.3. Performance of RF on Non-normalized data
	
Table S2. Confusion Matrix of RF on Non-normalized data

	
	
	Predicted Label

	
	
	LF
	Explosion
	VT

	True Label
	LF
	16
	0
	2

	
	Explosion
	1
	22
	0

	
	VT
	3
	0
	16

	Accuracy
	
	90%

	Precision
	
	90.48%



1.4. Evaluation using only 2 class (VT and LF)
1.4.1. Performance of L1 using only 2 class

	
	Table S3. Confusion Matrix of L1 using only 2 class

	
	
	Prediction

	
	
	LF
	VT

	True Label
	LF
	2
	14

	
	VT
	0
	24

	Accuracy
	
	65.00%

	Precision
	
	77.89%



1.4.2. Performance of L2 using only 2 class

	Table S4. Confusion Matrix of L2 using only 2 class

	
	
	Prediction

	
	
	LF
	VT

	True Label
	LF
	16
	0

	
	VT
	3
	21

	Accuracy
	
	92.50%

	Precision
	
	93.68%



1.5. Comparison between prediction and catalogue

1.5.1. Comparison between prediction and catalogue for RF
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Figure S2. The comparisson between prediction result using RF and earthquake catalogue and for each day. The top panel for each color shows the earthquake catalogue and the bottom panel shows the total number of earthquake predictions.



1.5.2. Comparison between prediction and catalogue for L1
[image: ]
Figure S3. The comparisson between prediction result using L1 and earthquake catalogue and for each day. The top panel for each color shows the earthquake catalogue and the bottom panel shows the total number of earthquake predictions.



1.5.3. Comparison between prediction and catalogue for L2
[image: ]
Figure S4. The comparisson between prediction result using L2 and earthquake catalogue and for each day. The top panel for each color shows the earthquake catalogue and the bottom panel shows the total number of earthquake predictions.
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