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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Comments

Strengths:

1) Timeliness and Relevance: The paper addresses an important topic in space science, focusing on the fractal dimension of solar wind speed. This is highly relevant for understanding Sun-Earth interactions and their potential technological impacts.

2) Data Utilization: The use of 25 years of high-frequency solar wind data from the OMNIWeb database adds robustness and credibility to the study.

3) Methods: The application of the Mandelbrot box counting method to determine fractal dimensions is a well-established approach for analyzing chaotic and fractal structures.

Major Comments:

1) Introduction and Objectives: What distinguishes this work from previous studies, such as those cited (e.g., [22], [24], and [27])? Explicitly highlighting the contribution would strengthen the argument for the paper's relevance.

2) Data Handling: The paper mentions time gaps in the data and their interpolation. However, it does not provide sufficient detail about the interpolation techniques or their potential influence on the results. A detailed explanation or sensitivity analysis would be valuable.

3) Results Interpretation: The conclusion that the slow solar wind is more fractal than the fast solar wind is intriguing but not fully explained. Why does this difference exist? Further discussion linking the physical mechanisms of solar wind with the fractal dimension findings would enhance the analysis.

4) Figures and Visuals: While figures are included, some are not sufficiently detailed. For instance:

· Figure 1: Add labels or legends for clarity on variability patterns.

· Figure 6: Provide more detailed captions to explain scatter plot implications.

5) Statistical Robustness: The study relies heavily on fractal dimension calculations. Including confidence intervals or error estimates for these values would add credibility.

Minor Comments:

1) Grammar and Style: Improve grammatical consistency, e.g., "the Mandelbrot method, known as box counting" should read "the Mandelbrot box-counting method."

2) Units and Notation: Ensure consistent use of units, e.g., "km/s" is mentioned in multiple contexts.

3) References: Some references are incomplete (e.g., [7], [19]). Ensure all cited works are fully detailed for reproducibility.

4) Conclusion: The conclusion could include a brief mention of future work plans or implications of these findings for modeling solar wind behavior.
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