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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 

should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory 

REVISION comments 

  

Minor REVISION 

comments 

 

1. Professionally, in IEEE style of referencing, the numbering starts with lowest to the 
highest number, [1] to [20]. Please, author should re-arrange and follow the right format 
for IEEE. 
2. The full meaning of EUV should be given at first appearance. (See line 25). 
3. “High latitude forcing”, Please, clarify statement. (Line 33). 
4. Please correct, the word Fabry Perot. (Line 65). 
5. Give full meaning of IMF, line 75. 
6. “………….declining phase of the recent solar cycle”, line 84. Solar cycle from 2006-
2007 is not recent. Please, author should rephrase sentence. 
7. “……. at different”, line 103. Repetition. 
8. What is the caption for figure 3 and 4? 
9. Author should separate discussion from the conclusion. Conclusion should be a 
heading of its own. 
10. Graph and discussion should be in synergy with one another. The presentation of 
results and discussion is confusing. Please, graphs should precede discussion for easy 
understanding.  
11. The end of text referencing do not follow the IEEE format. Please, be consistent 
with any style chosen. 

 

Optional/General 

comments 

 

I find the paper suitable for publication after addressing the issues raised.  
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