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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 paper presents a thorough comparative study of coronal mass ejections (CMEs) during Solar Cycles 23 and 24, emphasizing the impact of angular width on the kinematics and propagation of CMEs. The research enhances the understanding of CME behavior that varies by cycle by combining observational data with a semi-analytical propagation model, which could enhance predictions related to space weather. The results provide significant insights into the evolution of CMEs and the influence of heliospheric conditions, making this workThis paper presents a detailed comparative study of coronal mass ejections (CMEs) throughout Solar Cycles 23 and 24, emphasizing the impact of angular width on the kinematics and propagation of CMEs. The research enhances the comprehension of CME behavior that varies between cycles by combining observational data with a semi-analytical model for propagation, which could refine forecasts related to space weather. The results provide significant insights into the evolution of CMEs and the influence of heliospheric conditions, making this pertinent for experts in solar physics and space weather. In summary, the manuscript tackles a crucial scientific issue and holds the potential to make a meaningful contribution to the current knowledge base. work pertinent to scholars in solar physics and space weather. In summary, the manuscript tackles a crucial scientific issue and holds the potential to make a meaningful contribution to the current body of knowledge.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk233927481]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
The language is generally clear; however, several paragraphs could benefit from careful editing to improve sentence flow and achieve a more natural academic writing style.
	

	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


	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
Although the dataset and modeling method are presented in the manuscript, it does not specifically address the study limitations in a dedicated section. The authors are requested to quickly note the main constraints (e.g., assumptions of the semi-analytical model, dependence on the SOHO/LASCO dataset, and potential uncertainties) and offer suggestions for further study.
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	



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 informative and accurately reflects the scope and main focus of the study. However, it is relatively long and could be made more concise to improve readability while preserving its scientific meaning.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes. The abstract clearly presents the research objectives, methodology, key findings, and significance of the study. However, it could be improved by reducing some numerical details and emphasizing the main scientific contribution more concisely
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes. The methodology, data analysis, and conclusions are typically consistent and well-supported by the findings, and the text is sound from a scientific standpoint. The research makes a significant advance to our knowledge of the properties and spread of coronal mass ejections during Solar Cycles 23 and 24. Nonetheless, the manuscript would be strengthened much more by small changes to the wording, clarity, and mention of study limitations.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	

	NO
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