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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.
	The manuscript delivers a comprehensive, cycle-to-cycle comparison of CME kinematics, masses, and energies separated by angular-width classes, quantifying how Solar Cycle 24 produced systematically weaker but more irregular CME populations than Cycle 23. It proposes a simple, physically motivated semi‑analytical propagation model that couples angular width, a variability exponent (γ), and a dissipation term (δ) to explain observed transit-time differences, notably the unusually long transit of 120° CMEs in SC24. The combination of a large SOHO/LASCO sample (1996–2019), detailed statistical testing, and targeted event validation gives useful, operationally relevant insights for improving CME arrival forecasts with cycle-
specific parameterisation.
	


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
	5
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	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	



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 suitable for this manuscript.
	



	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is comprehensive, but the study's objectives need to be stated clearly. As it stands, we can see only the study's aim.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct, but the authors should consider and address the following concerns before the manuscript is accepted for publication:

1. 	Projection effects and use of apparent parameters
· 	Concern: The analysis relies entirely on apparent AW, speeds and masses without systematic de-projection or source-location filtering; projection biases can be strongly width- and cycle-dependent and may affect the reported inter-cycle differences.
· 	Suggestion: Repeat key comparisons after removing obvious halo/non‑limb mixing (or at least perform sensitivity tests using limb-only events and/or applying a simple cone-model deprojection) and report whether the 120° arrival-time anomaly and kurtosis extremes persist. Provide a quantitative estimate of the bias introduced by the projection.
2. 	Statistical treatment and multiple comparisons
· 	Concern: The paper runs many t-tests, U-tests and K-S tests (28 comparisons) but does not explicitly correct for multiple testing (e.g., Bonferroni, Benjamini–Hochberg); some p-values near 0.04 could become non‑significant after correction.
· 	Suggestion: Apply a false-discovery correction and report adjusted p-values or q-values for the main claims (AW difference for ALL, LS/KE differences, NAR mass/kurtosis). Emphasise effect sizes and confidence intervals as primary evidence rather than relying on marginal p-values.
3. 	Interpretation of extreme kurtosis in NAR (kurtosis = 16.38)
· 	Concern: An excess kurtosis of 16.38 is extraordinarily large and may reflect small‑sample issues, data contamination, or a few mislabeled events (catalogue errors), not necessarily a real physical population.
· 	Suggestion: Inspect the narrow‑CME outliers individually (list event IDs/dates), show histograms/QQ plots, and test robustness by excluding the top 1%–2% of masses. If real, discuss possible physical origins (e.g., confined but dense ejecta, measurement artefacts).
4. Model assumptions and parameter choices
· 	Concern: Several model ingredients (constant AW within 5 R⊙, chosen γ and δ
	



	
	ranges, scaling k) are tuned or adopted from disparate literature and sometimes converted with simplifying unit assumptions (e.g., converting δ from km⁻¹ to day⁻¹ via a single wind speed). These choices affect the anomaly explanation.
· 	Suggestion: (a) More clearly justify the γ and δ ranges, ideally with references to measured expansion rates and drag parameters and with a short sensitivity figure showing which parameters most affect the 120° result.
(b) If k is fitted per cycle, discuss whether k absorbs unmodeled physics (solar wind density, non-radial motion), and quantify uncertainty in
k. (c) Consider adding a small ensemble or bootstrap to propagate parameter uncertainty into arrival-time confidence intervals.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	None detected
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