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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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 
 

 
The authors present their computational capability of a collisional radiative model to 
investigate the temporal evolution of populations in plasmas produced in the interaction 
with XFEL. However, such computational capability has been demonstrated in their 
published papers listed in the references of this manuscript. From this point, this 
manuscript lacks of novelty according to the this journal’s peer review policy. If the authors 
hope to revise their manuscript, major improvements should be made to meet the peer 
review policy. Following aspects, among other better ideas, should be considered and 
included in this manuscript.  
 
1. For neon and aluminium, the authors present more novel studies to show that they meet 
the peer review policy. There might be many new findings which have not reported on this 
topic. 
2. Make comparison with other theoretical results including those of average atom model 
and more accurate ones using detailed level accounting and unresolved transition array to 
demonstrate the validity of their model. There are many papers available in the literature. 
3. It is not necessary to give such detailed tables for the rates obtained by screened 
Hydrogenic Atomic Model. Even the rates obtained by using more accurate methods are 
not necessarily appended as they are not the main point. 
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