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PART 1


	
	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 manuscript is important to the scientific community because it contributes to a deeper understanding of how geomagnetic storms evolve and influence space weather conditions during the ascending phase of Solar Cycle 24. Studying this phase is especially valuable, as it captures the transition from relatively quiet solar conditions to increasingly frequent and complex solar-terrestrial disturbances, offering insight into the early development of geoeffective solar activity.
Its significance also lies in the practical implications of geomagnetic storm research for modern technological systems. Improved characterization of storm-time behavior enhances forecasting capabilities for satellite operations, communication systems, navigation networks, aviation, and power grid resilience. By focusing on the ascending phase rather than only peak solar activity, the study helps fill an important gap in the temporal understanding of space weather dynamics.
From a scientific perspective, the manuscript can also strengthen ongoing efforts to refine magnetosphere-ionosphere coupling models and improve predictive frameworks for solar wind–magnetosphere interactions. Such work is essential for both fundamental heliophysics research and the development of operational space weather services that protect critical infrastructure worldwide.
	














































PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The title is clear, relevant, and scientifically appropriate, as it reflects the study’s focus on geomagnetic storms, space weather, and the ascending phase of Solar Cycle 24. However, minor refinement of “Strom” to “Storm” is necessary.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The abstract is informative and scientifically substantial, clearly summarizing the study’s objectives, parameters, major findings, and physical interpretation. It effectively highlights the unusual decoupling between solar activity and geomagnetic storm intensity. However, it is somewhat dense and would benefit from improved clarity, tighter structure, and simpler phrasing for broader accessibility.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The keywords are relevant, specific, and useful for indexing the manuscript’s main scientific themes. However, adding terms such as solar wind and auroral activity would improve discoverability.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The background is generally sufficient and logically organized, providing appropriate context on Solar Cycle 24, heliospheric conditions, and solar wind–magnetosphere coupling. However, tighter synthesis and clearer transitions would improve readability and strengthen the progression toward the study’s specific research problem.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The research objectives appear reasonably clear from the study context, but they should be stated more explicitly and concisely to strengthen focus and scientific direction.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good): The literature review is relevant and includes important foundational studies on solar activity, heliospheric conditions, and geomagnetic storms. However, incorporating more recent references and a clearer synthesis of recent advances would strengthen its timeliness and demonstrate stronger engagement with current space weather research.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent): The methodology is appropriate and scientifically sound, using reliable observational datasets and standard geomagnetic indices. The multi-instrument approach is well suited for examining interplanetary conditions and geomagnetic responses during the ascending phase of Solar Cycle 24.
	

	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
	Rating: N/A: No human participants, personal data, clinical intervention, or ethically sensitive procedures appear involved. As this is an observational study using publicly available datasets, formal ethical concerns are minimal.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good): The results are generally presented clearly, with relevant figures and statistical interpretations that support the study’s conclusions. Correlation patterns and anomalies are explained well. However, some figure descriptions are overly dense, and clearer linkage between figures and the central argument would improve readability.
	

	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
	Rating: Good: The results are visualized in Figure
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good: The discussion effectively grounds its central finding—decoupling of sunspot number from storm severity—within established solar cycle variability (SC24’s unique heliospheric structure). However, it lacks explicit comparative citations to prior cycle analyses (e.g., SC23), limiting demonstration of how these results advance or challenge existing literature.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent: Conclusions directly reflect the data: diffuse sunspot-Dst correlation, weak IMF-Bz coupling, and dominance of solar wind speed (v) and high-latitude substorms. All claims are quantitatively grounded in Pearson correlations and regression trends presented earlier.
	

	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
	Rating: 2= Needs improvement
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent: References are comprehensive, balancing foundational theory (Dungey, Gonzalez), solar cycle context (Hathaway, McComas), and cycle-24-specific studies (Gopalswamy, Kilpua, Richardson). Recent Tiwari papers ensure methodological currency.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent: The manuscript uses precise, accessible scientific prose. Technical terms are clearly defined, logical flow is maintained, and complex concepts like decoupling are explained without ambiguity.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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