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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 a significant and valuable contribution to the field of low-temperature plasma science and technology. It provides a comprehensive and deeply detailed compilation of additional results, corrections, and extended discussions on the diagnostics and applications of nitrogen-containing plasma afterglows. The work is particularly important for its rigorous comparison of different plasma sources (RF vs. microwave), its refined methodology for determining key kinetic coefficients (e.g., a<sub>N+N</sub>), and its direct linkage between gas-phase active species densities and surface modification outcomes, specifically the nitriding of TiO<sub>2</sub>. This synthesis of diagnostics, kinetics, and application will be an essential resource for researchers and engineers working on plasma-assisted surface engineering, materials science, and plasma chemistry.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
The title is suitable and accurately reflects the content.
	

	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.

	This abstract should concisely summarize the main objectives, the most significant findings (e.g., the impact of different a<sub>N+N</sub> determination methods, the comparison of RF/HF afterglows, the optimal conditions for TiO<sub>2</sub> nitriding), and the overall conclusion of the work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	· The manuscript appears to be scientifically robust and technically sound. 
· The methodologies for optical emission spectroscopy (OES), TALIF, and NO titration are well-described and appropriately applied. 
· The kinetic models are detailed and supported by references to previous and current work. 
· The data is presented comprehensively in tables and figures. 
· The conclusions drawn from the experiments, such as the selection of the N+H+N<sub>2</sub> recombination rate coefficient and the analysis of surface nitriding mechanisms, are well-justified by the data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are sufficient and appropriate for the work presented, covering foundational papers as well as recent studies (up to 2024/2025). 
They effectively support the kinetic data, diagnostic methods, and application results discussed throughout the manuscript
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	There are numerous instances of grammatical inconsistencies, awkward phrasing, and typographical errors that should be corrected to improve readability and professionalism. A thorough proofreading by a native English speaker or a professional editing service is highly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments

	1. Figures and Tables: Many figure captions (e.g., Fig. 1.3, 1.4) are embedded in the text rather than being placed properly below the figures. Ensuring all figures and tables are clearly numbered and have standalone captions would improve clarity. 
2. "Preface" does a good job, but the text could more explicitly highlight what a "correction" to [1] is versus what is a "new additional result." Making this distinction clearer in the text would be helpful for readers familiar with the previous edition.
This is a substantial and scientifically valuable contribution. The core content is excellent. The primary requirements for acceptance are: 
1. Addition of a formal Abstract. 
2. Thorough proofreading and language editing to correct grammatical errors and improve phrasing. 
3. Formatting cleanup: Ensure all figures and tables are correctly placed and captioned. Once these minor revisions are completed, the manuscript will be suitable for publication
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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