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	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 addresses a relevant and timely topic in space physics, focusing on the magnetosonic Mach number (MMS). It is a critical parameter in solar wind–magnetosphere interactions. The manuscript’s strength lies in its long-term statistical approach, spanning multiple years of Solar Cycle 25, and its emphasis on the correlation between MMS and geomagnetic activity (Dst index).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	The title is not suitable as it means a general study which is not presented in the manuscript. I prefer a more specific title refers to the objective of the study. The title may be:
On the variation of Magnetosonic Mach Number with the (Dst-index), or

     Weak correlation of Magnetosonic Mach number with the Dst-index for solar cycle 25, … 
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive. But is is preferred to be ended with a future work of the study.
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	The manuscript scientifically, is correct.
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	The references list is too old. There are no updated references. The references are not written in a unified pattern.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
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	The authors didn’t show the reasons of the weak correlation. It is preferred to mention the future work for the study.
The figure are not clear and need more labelling. The analysis depended only on correlation without deeper physical modelling or simulation validation.
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