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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
	This  manuscript  addresses  an  important  problem  in
	

	of this manuscript for the scientific community. A
	ionospheric physics, namely the analytical determination of
	

	minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	Total Electron Content (TEC), which is critical for GNSS
	

	
	applications and space weather studies. The proposed
	

	
	theoretical framework, based on altitudinal integration of
	

	
	solar radiation power density, represents an interesting
	

	
	attempt to provide an alternative to empirical and data-
	

	
	driven models such as IRI or NeQuick. The work could be
	

	
	valuable if further validated, as it aims to enable TEC
	

	
	estimation at any geographical location without dependence
	

	
	on observational datasets. However, the current version still
	

	
	requires  significant  refinement  in  terms  of  physical
	

	
	justification,  validation,  and  clarity  before  it  can  be
	

	
	considered a strong contribution to the field.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	Good (4)
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
	
Satisfactory
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Satisfactory
	

	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
	

Satisfactory
	

	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
	
Satisfactory
	

	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
	
Needs Improvement
	

	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
	

Satisfactory
	

	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
	
Needs Improvement
	

	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
	

Needs Improvement
	

	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
	
Needs Improvement
	

	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
	
Satisfactory
	

	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
	
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
	

Needs Improvement
	

	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
	

Needs Improvement
	





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.
	The title is generally clear and reflects the
content. However, it could be slightly simplified for readability.
Suggestion:
Analytical Modeling of VTEC and STEC via Altitudinal Integration of Solar Radiation Power Density.
	




	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The abstract presents the general idea but is overly long and lacks structure. It mixes methodology, results, and interpretation without clear separation. Additionally, it does not clearly highlight  the  limitations.
Suggestion:
Structure it into: Background – Method – Key Results – Significance.
Remove excessive descriptive sentences and focus on key findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The	manuscript	proposes	an	interesting
theoretical approach; however, several issues raise concerns:
Some derivations lack rigorous physical justification (e.g., assumptions on velocity components and ionization surfaces).
The treatment of singularities (e.g., at 6 AM,12PM,6PM,midnight) is handled through ad hoc assumptions rather than solid physical reasoning.
The relationship between solar radiation power density and electron density needs stronger grounding in established ionospheric physics.
Suggestion:
Provide clearer physical assumptions and boundary conditions.
Justify all approximations with references or theoretical arguments.
Include comparison with established models (IRI,NeQuick).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are limited and not sufficiently
representative of recent advances in TEC modeling and ionospheric physics.
Suggestion:
Include more recent works (last 5–10 years)on:
TEC modeling
GNSS-based ionospheric studies
Data assimilation approaches
Strengthen citations when introducing key equations or assumptions.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No ethical concerns are identified.
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